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CURRENT TOPICS, 


Mr. Justice Pearson progresses favourably towards recovery, 
but he is still confined to bed, and it is feared that there is no 
likelihood of his being able to take his seat on the bench during 
the present sittings. His work has been delegated to Mr. Justice 
Norrz ; and Mr. Justice Burr has been summoned from the Probate 
Division to try the actions of that judge. 





Tue cause Lists of the Court of Appeal and Chancery Division 
correspond exactly with our anticipations last week. The Queen’s 
Bench Division lists shew a total of 531 Middlesex actions and 
52 London actions for trial with juries, and 490 actions for 
trial without juries; and in the Probate Division there are 31 
probate actions and 140 matrimonial causes. 





TRERE WERE SOME unusually interesting questions before the 
meeting of the Incorporated Law Society on Friday last, and 
there was an unusually small attendance of members, due, no 
doubt, to the general and natural disposition to take the fullest 
advantage of the Easter holidays after the lengthened Hilary 
Sittings. The only adequate discussion was upon the question of 
raising the standard of the preliminary examination, with regard 
to which the president announced that the council think that the 
present standard is ‘‘ a reasonable one to secure that the gentlemen 
who may enter into the profession should have had a reasonably 
liberal education.” The observations of the subsequent speakers 
place the council’s ideas of what constitutes ‘‘a reasonably liberal 
education ”’ in a somewhat ludicrous light. It seems that, accord- 
ing to their notions, ‘‘a reasonably liberal education” does not 
involve the ability to construe a passage of Virgil previously unseen, 
or the slightest knowledge of Euclid. The president was, no 
doubt, right in pointing out the uselessness of raising the standard 
of the preliminary examination above that of the equivalent 
examinations; but this does not affect the question whether an 
attempt should be made to get rid of these equivalent examina- 
tions. One of the most satisfactory results of the meeting was 
the statement by the president of the efforts made by the 
council to obtain a consultative voice in any alterations in the 
Rules of Court affecting the remuneration of solicitors, and the 
announcement that the present Lord Chancellor has admitted that 
this claim is reasonable. We are at a loss to understand how 
anyone could question the reasonableness of such a claim, but we 
must add that, if it is conceded, the profession will look for much 
more efficient criticism by the council than that which they 
bestowed on the order under the Remuneration Act. 











Tae orrice of Chairman of Committees in the House of | 
Lords, which has been vacated through the death of Lord | 
Repespate, is, in theory, held only during each session, the 
appointment being made at the commencement of each ses- | 
sion, but is, in practice, held for life. The duty of the| 
chairman, as defined by Standing Order No. 44, is to “ take 
the chair in all committees of the whole House and in 
all committees upon private Bills, except where it shall 
have been otherwise directed by this House.” But, of course, 





this represents only a small part of the labour and nsibility 
falling upon the chairman, Every private Bill introduced into 


the House is submitted to the examination of the Chairman of | 


Committees and his counsel ; and after an unopposéd private Bill Chancery taxing masters’ office was ultimately passed at the meect- 


purpose referred to generally, if not invariably, condition the 
= of arms by making it subject to the license of the Heralds’ 
llege. 


—=——> 


has been read a second time in the House of Lords it is referred 
to an open committee presided over by the chairman, who 
is practically supreme, and is entitled, if he thinks fit, to 

his opinion to the House that the unopposed Bill ought to be pro- 
ceeded with as an opposed Bill. The chairman and his counsel 
are entitled to copies of all private Bills introduced into the 
House of Commons as well as of any amendments made during 
their passage through the lower House. The chairman also pre- 
sides over the investigation of peerage claims, which are heard 
before a committee of privileges, the Lord Chancellor, if present, 
sitting as an ordinary peer. 




















































In RECENTLY Discusstne Mr. O’Hea’s Bill, we remarked that our 
efforts, some years ago, to promote a movement for the repeal or 
reduction of the certificate duty met with very little support, and we 
ascribed this result, in part, to the fear entertained by coun’ 
solicitors that, if the matter were stirred at all, the country solici- 
tor’s rate of duty might be raised to that of the London solicitor. 
A few days after our observations appeared, the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society issued a ‘‘ manifesto” to the country 
law societies stating their own view, ‘‘that it is not expedient to 
take any steps towards the repeal of the duty as suggested by the 
Bill”; adding that, throughout the proceedings in Parliament in 
1866 and 1867, to which we have before referred, “the council 
did not receive any material support from the profession in 
England,” and requesting the opinion of the country societies on 
the question. Out of fifty notices sent out, replies were received 
to only eighteen ; and these replies did not indicate anything like 
unanimity of opinion. Nor were the expressions of opinion during 
the discussion on the subject at the recent meeting so general or 
uniform as to be likely to induce the council to change their view. 
We imagine, however, that if the profession were polled there 
would be a very different result. There is, of course, no prospect 
of any immediate repeal of the duty, but we cannot agree with 
the president that to support any attempt at change would ‘be 
only beating the air.” In our view the tax is an unfair one, 
and every opportunity should be taken of protesting against it. 





Ix tHe case of Austen v. Collins, reported elsewhere, Mr. 
Justice Currry commented on a note, on the mode of acquiring 
the right to bear arms, in Davidson’s Precedents, Vol. 3, 3rd ed., 
p. 361, which he said he believed was written by the late Mr. - 
Watery. This note states that ‘‘when, as is usually the case, 
the direction [in the usual name and arms clause in a settle- 
ment] is not only to take the prescribed name, but also to take 
and bear the arms of the settlor, it is conceived that (except where 
an Act of Parliament is obtained) the authority of the Royal 
license, through the Heralds’ Office, is essential.’”” The learned 
judge expressed an opinion to the same effect, although upon the 
particular language of the will before him he held that a failure 
to obtain such a grant would not devest the devise. The statement 
in the note, which is based mainly on a from the argu- 
ment in Leigh v. Leigh (15 Ves. 98), has, therefore, now obtained 
distinct judicial authority in its favour. But it may be worth 
while to point out that the words above quoted—‘“ except where 
an Act of Parliament is obtained ’—are not quite accurate, inas- 
much as it is believed that Acts of Parliament obtained for the 


Tuer vorM in which the resolution relating to the delays in the 
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ing of the Incorporated Law Society—viz., ‘‘ that greater facility 
for the taxing of bills in chambers has long been called for ’”’— 
seems to be rather unfortunate, inasmuch as it points to a distant 
remedy for a present grievance. According to the president, the 
recommendation of the Chancery Chambers Committee (when will 
their report be issued ?) is that “gradually the taxing masters 
should cease to exist,’”” and no one can doubt that the process of 
giving full facilities for taxing bills in chambers will be very 
gradual indeed. But why should the fact that these changes are 
comtemplated debar the council from urging the adoption of some 
temporary expedient to relieve the existing delays in the taxing 
masters’ office? The president says, “it does not do to be too 
troublesome,” but a curious comment on his deprecation of any 
active steps in the matter is afforded by the fact that, in reply 
to a member of Parliament, who was apparently not afraid of 
being ‘‘ too troublesome,” Mr. H. Fowren stated in the House of 
Commons on Monday that “the block in the taxing masters’ 
department would receive consideration.” 





At THE cLOsE of several recent protracted trials, the judge 
has announced to the jury his intention to procure their release 
from any obligation to serve further upon any jury for a certain 
period of years, in consideration of the length of time which 
the trial had occupied. The principle is no doubt a sound one, 
but the application of it appears to be limited by statute, and 
does not directly depend upon the discretion of the judge. The 
law of the subject appears to be contained in section 42 of the 
County Juries Act, 1825 (6 Geo. 4, c. 50), and section 19 of 
the Juries Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 77). By section 42 of 
the Act of 1825, ‘‘No man shall be returned as a juror to serve 
at any session of nisi prius, or of gaol delivery in the county of 
Middlesex, who has served as a juror at either of such sessions in 
the said county, in either of the two terms or vacations next im- 
mediately preceding, and has the sheriff's certificate [ which, by 
section 40, the sheriff is required to give] of having so served ; 
and no man shall be returned as a juror to serve on trials before 
any court of assize who has served as a juror within one 
year before in Wales or in the counties of Hereford, Cambridge, 
Huntingdon, or Rutland, or four years before in the county of 
York, or two years before in any other county, and has the sheriff’s 
certificate of having so served.” By section 19 of the Act of 
1870, ‘*No person shall be summoned to serve on any jury or 
inquest (except a grand jury) more than once in any one 
year, unless all the jurors upon the list shall have been 
already summoned to serve during such year, provided that nothing 
herein contained shall prejudice the operation of a certificate 
granted”’ under the Act of 1825. Any order of exemption 
made by a judge, however, though in law it appears to be 
a nullity, could practically be given effect to by a remission 
under section 12 of the Juries Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c. 107), of 
the fine for non-attendance which the judge is bound te impose 
under section 38 of the Act of 1825, “‘ unless some reasonable 
excuse shall be proved.”” No doubt a failure to attend on the 
ground of an order of exemption would be deemed a “reasonable 
excuse” within the meaning of that section. But it would be far 
better to legalize and regulate orders of exemption by an amending 
statute. 





As INTERESTING Question of evidence was raised in the case 
of Rice v. Howard, recently heard before a divisional court, 
as to the right of a party to discredit his own witness. At the 
trial of the action one of the defendant’s witnesses gave evidence 
which was alleged by the defendant’s counsel to be inconsistent 
with an affidavit previously made by the witness in a proceeding 
in the Chancery Division, but the Lord Chief Justice refused to 





| 


other times, a statement inconsistent with his present testimony ” 
(the circumstances of such alleged statement having been previously 
mentioned to the witness). The principal authority relied upon 
by the defendant’s counsel appears to huve been Pound v. Wilson 
(4 F. & F. 301), where Exe, C.J., allowed a party to cross- 
examine his own witness upon certain depositions which he had 
made in a bankruptcy proceeding, and which contained statements 
inconsistent with those made by him in the witness-box. ‘The 
Divisional Court ultimately held that the Lord Chief Justice’s 
ruling was not a ground for a new trial, since the judge’s opinion 
as to the hostility of a witness must be derived from his deport- 
ment and from the evidence actually given by him. The decision 
of the court on this point was based on the authority of Greenough 
v. Eccles (7 W. R. 341, 5 C. B. N. S. 786), where the Court of 
Common Pleas held that, before a witness can be cross-examined 
by the party calling him, he must be shown to be “adverse” in 
the sense of actual hostility, and not merely in the sense of giving 
evidence which is unfavourable. The Divisional Court also ex- 
pressed a strong opinion that the question of allowing a witness to 
be discredited was one entirely for the judge, whose decision could 
not be reviewed, thus adopting the opinion expressed by Wi.t#s, 
J., in Greenough v. Eccles. This appears to be the common-sense 
interpretation of the section, having regard to the use of the 
words ‘‘in the opinion of the judge,” and to the fact that the 
section only permits evidence of previous inconsistent statements 
by the witness after the judge has formed an “opinion ’’ that he 
* proves adverse.” 








HIRE-PURCHASE AGREEMENTS AND THE 
BILLS OF SALE ACTS. 
II. 


We stated last week that, in all the cases in which a hiring agree- 
ment has been held to be within the Bills of Sale Acts, there 
existed, so far as our researches have gone, some other document 
which, either by itself or when coupled with such agreement, 
constituted an assurance within those Actes. We now draw 
attention to some of these cases. 

In North Central Waggon Co. v. Manchester, Sheffield, and 
Lincolnshire Railway Co. (34 W. R. 430), the Blacker Main 
Colliery Co. had ostensibly sold one hundred railway waggons to 
the plaintiffs for £1,000, who, having obtained delivery of the 
waggons, affixed their names thereon, and paid over the purchasc- 
money, for which receipts were given. By a hiring agreement. 
dated the 18th of February, 1884, the plaintiffs let the one hundred 
waggons to the Blacker Co. for three years from the Ist of March, 
1884, at a yearly rent of £372 10s., payable quarterly. This 
agreement, amongst other provisions, contained a power of entry 
and seizure by the plaintiffs after a seven days’ notice of rent being 
in arrear, the agreement, on the exercise of such power, to cease 
and determine ; there was also an option reserved to the Blacker Co. 
of purchasing the waggons at one shilling a piece provided all 
payments were made and all conditions observed during the three 
years’ term. There was evidence that the one hundred waggons 
were worth more than £1,000; that the Blacker Co. had applied to 
the plaintiffs for a loan ; that the stipulated rent included interest at 
seven per cent. on £1,000; and that £1,000 was entered in the 
books of the Blacker Co. as a debt due to the plaintiffs. The 
defendants having seized nine of the waggons for tolls due to them 
by the Blacker Co., whose names still remained painted thereon in 


| large letters together with their name-plates, as well as the name- 


plates of the plaintiffs, an action was brought for wrongful 
detention. To this action the defendants pleaded that the trans- 
actions between the plaintiffs and the Blacker Go. amounted to a 
bill of sale to secure £1,000 and interest at seven per cent., which 


look at the affidavit for the purpose of satisfying himself as to the | was void under the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, and that the plain.» 
witness being adverse, and therefore no contradictory evidence was | had, therefore, no title. Bacon, V.C., adopted this view, and, in 
given. This ruling was alleged before the Divisional Court to be dismissing the action, observed: ‘‘ To transactions of loan, lending 
a misdirection, having regard to the provisions of section 22 of the money, and taking security for money it is quite clear the Act 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vict. c. 125), which | applies in its entirety. If it is aloan, you must say so; you must 
provides that a party “‘may, in case the witness shall, in the | adopt the form given in the schedule. If you donot, then the trans- 


opinion of the judge, prove adverse, contradict him by other | action is void. . 


If there had been only that agzee- 


evidence, or by leaye of the judge, prove that he has made, at/ ment, and if there had been nothing before the court but that agree- 
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ment, then it would perhaps have fallen within the principle which 
regulates contracts which have become very common now-a-days— 
namely, contracts for the sale and hire of furniture in a house, 
where the stipulation is that you shall pay a certain sum by 
instalments, and if you pay all the instalments, then the goods 
which are at present let to you shall be yours out and out. That 
isnot this case at all, nor anything like it. That is no bill of 
sale; that is assailable under none of the principles of the Bills of 
Sale Act. But here the plaintiffs contracted to lend money upon 
the security of chattels, providing for the repayment of that sum 
of money and the interest that should accrue upon it. That is as 
clearly, in my opinion, within the provisions of the Bills of Sale 
Act as any transaction that can be stated or suggested. Upon that 
ground, therefore, the plaintiff's title, being a possessory title, a 
right to possession, and a rightful title to the things, entirely 
fails, and upon that ground the claim must be dismissed.”” There 
certainly are passages in this judgment which might lead to the 
inference that a hiring agreement is within the Bills of Sale Act, 
1882, whenever it is proved that the transaction in respect of 
which it is given is in reality a loan—and that although there is 
no other document in question. But it may be observed that, in 
the case just quoted, other documents, in the shape of the receipts 
and entry in the Blacker Co.’s books, did, in fact, exist, and that 
these documents were, in conjunction with the hiring agreement, 
sufficient to constitute a bill of sale within the Act; it must not, 
therefore, be inferred that the hiring agreement would, in the 
absence of euch documents, have been declared void. 

In Hooper v. Ker (Times, February 8, 1884), Lord and Lady 
Ker mortgaged, in May, 1883, certain furniture and horses and 
jewellery to a Mr. Stewart, and in August applied to a money- 

ender named Brown to make them an advance upon a bill of sale of 
the same goods. Brown refused to do this, but said he would pur- 
chase the goods, which were thereupon assigned to him for £1,200, 
of which £1,000 was paid to Stewart, the mortgagee, and £200 
was retained by Lord and Lady Ker.Stewart’s mortgage was trans- 
ferred to Brown, and an inventory and receipt wag signed by Lord 
and Lady Ker and given to Brown, who registered the same 
under the Act as a bill of sale. At the same time Brown executed 
an agreement letting the goods to the grantors at a rent of £90 a 
uarter. It was held by the Court of Ap (Brett, M.R., and 
owen, L.J.), affirming the court below (Day and A. L. Smith, 
JJ.), that, as this agreement was not registered, the goods were 
not protected against an execution creditor of Lord Ker. In 
giving judgment the Master of the Rolls said:—‘‘In 1883 Lord 
and Lady Ker wanted to borrow some money. They had 
not much security to offer, but they had some furniture, 
and Lady Ker had some jewels, and Lord Ker some brood 
mares. They apply to Brown, whose business is not to buy 
such things, but who does carry on the business of a money- 
lender, and he objects to lend money on a bill of sale. His 
objection, no doubt, arose from the stringency of the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1882. An arrangement was then come to between Brown 
and Lord Ker’s solicitor, and the question was what that arrange- 
ment really was. It was clearly not that Brown should buy the 
horses, jewellery, and other articles, which would probably be 
useless to him. They were let back immediately, and never 
changed hands, so that Lord Ker might visit his horses the next day, 
and Lady Ker might, if she pleased, wear the jewellery the next 
night. Judges necessarily knew something of every kind of 
business, including that of money-lending, and applying that 
knowledge, it seemed perfectly clear that this was reall a loan, 
notasale. It was an attempt to evade the Act; but the court 
could see it, and see through it, as the court below had done.” 
From this judgment, also, it might, at first sight, seem as if 
every hiring agreement in writing, which formed part of a loan 
transaction, was within the Bills of Sale Acts, quite irrespective 
of the presence of any other written instrument; but, in the 
actual case before the court, there were other documents which, 
separately or jointly with the hiring agreement, constituted an 
assurance within the Acts, and therefore the decision does not 
conclude the point at issue. 

In Ex parte Odell, Re Walden (27 W. R. 274, L. R. 10 
Ch. D. 76), Walden, in July, 1877, signed a receipt for the pur- 
chase-money of his furniture, which was in the following terms :— 
‘Received of Mr. A. 8. Cochrane the sum of £150, for the abso- 
lute sale to him of the whole of the above-mentioned articles of 





furniture and other effects.” A hiring agreement was then entered 
into, whereby Cochrane let, and Walden hired, the same furniture 
for two months, at a rent of £170, on payment of which and all 
costs, charges, and expenses, the furniture was to become the 
property of the hirer. The agreement contained a power of sale 
in favour of the letter on default in payment of the rent, with a 
provision that any surplus proceeds of sale, after payment thereout 
of all rent and expenses, should be paid to the hirer, and that any 
deficit in payment of the rent and expenses out of such proceeds 
should be made good by the hirer; and at the foot of the agree- 
ment there was an inventory which was a copy of that in the 
receipt. On the 22nd of November an agreement was entered 
into by virtue of which one Wheatley was practically substituted 
in the place of Cochrane on, however, a fresh hiring agreement 
similar to the above, except that the rent was to be £145, payable 
in three instalments on the 22nd of October, the 22nd of Novem- 
ber, and the 22nd of December. The instalment of October not 
being paid, Wheatley put a man into possession on the 6th of 
November, and sold in January, 1878. The goods having con- 
tinued in the apparent possession of Walden until after he had 
presented a petition for liquidation, the proceeds of sale were 
claimed by his trustee, on the ground that the receipt and hiring 
agreement had not been registered as required by the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1854. On appeal from a registrar in bankruptcy, who had 
decided that the case was not within the Act, as the goods passed 
by manual delivery apart from the documents, the trustec’s claim 
was allowed to prevail. ‘‘Those two documents,” said Lord 
Justice James, ‘‘ together constitute the real transaction between 
the parties, . . are the true record of the transaction, there- 
fore constitute a bill of sale with a defeazance upon redemption 
+ + . and are within the very words of the Act.” In the similar 
case of Cochrane v. Matthews (L. R. 10 Ch. D. 80), Lindley, J., 
said: ‘‘I have come. to the conclusion that the two documents 
ought to be regarded as one assurance. The receipt is not a pure 
receipt for £50 ; it follows an inventory ; it is for the absolute sale 
of the above-mentioned articles of furniture and other effects. . . 
In Thomson v. Barrett (1 L. T. N.S. 268) there was only one piece 
of paper, and the rest was all verbal. It was impossible to say, 
therefore, upon the true construction of it, that one piece of paper 
was an assurance of anything.” In both Ex parte Odell and 
Cochrane v. Matthews the real transaction was a loan, and the only 
question was whether the documents fell within the definition of a 
bill of sale ; for this purpose it was considered necessary to examine 
nicely the form of instrument, and from the stress laid upon the 
joint effect of the two instruments, it may be inferred that the 
judges would on neither of those occasions have deemed the hiring 
agreement to be a bill of sale apart from the receipt. So far, 
therefore, as the authorities go, there ap to be no positive 
decision that a loan hiring agreement is within the Bills of Sale 
Acts when unaccompanied by any other written instrument, and 
we submit that such agreements cannot, without an unwarrantable 
stretch of language, be brought within the language of those Acts 
where no other part of the transaction is in writing. _ 

A few words may be added on that class of complex hiring agree- 
mentswhich we have termed absolute hiring agreements; these, it 
may be remembered, are transactions in which A. bond fide sells or 
otherwise transfers his chattels to B., and B., having become 
absolute owner, bond fide lets the same chattels to A. on the hire 
system. In these cases the first point is to ascertain the real 
nature of the transaction—that is, to determine whether the com- 
plex hiring agreement is really absolute or only by way of loan ; 
this is a question of fact depending upon the object and intention 
of the parties, which it is sometimes difficult to gather from the 
evidence adduced. Once, however, a bond fide sale and letting are 
established, it is clear the mere hiring agreement stands upon the 
same footing as a simple hiring agreement, and is not within the 
Bills of Sale Acts. As regards the sale or other part of the 
transaction, that cannot, of course, be within the Acts, unless some 
document other than the hiring agreement be also employed ; 
assuming that such document is employed, it would seem to be or 
not to be within the Acts according as it does or does not, respec- 
tively, operate as the medium of transfer. The cases to which we 
shall next allude will best illustrate and explain the distinctions to 
which we have just called attention. 

In Yorkshire Waggon Co. v. Maclure (L. R. 21 Ch. D. 309), 
the Cornwall Minerals Railway Company being in want of money 
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applied to the plaintiffs for an advance on their rolling stock. 
Being advised that their borrowing powers did not admit of the 
proposed loan, the railway company sold and delivered certain of 
their engines and waggons to the plaintiffs, and received from the 
latter £30,000 as the agreed purchase-money. The plaintiffs then 
let the same rolling stock to the railway company for the term of 
five years at a yearly rent of £4,428 for the engines, and of 
£2,952 for the waggons, the hiring agreements empowering the 
plaintiffs to seize and remove the rolling stock comprised therein 
on default in payment of the rent, and giving the railway company, 
on due completion of the agreements, the option of purchasing the 
stock at a nominal price. The plaintiffs having sued the railway 
company for non-payment of rent, evidence was given that the 
plaintiffs had no power to lend money, and that their proper busi- 
ness was to lend railway rolling-stock ; that the railway company, 
under legal advice, altered their resolution for a loan to a resolu- 
tion for a sale; and that the railway company from thenceforth to 
the execution of the agreements, treated the matter, not as a loan, 
but as a sale and repurchase. Under these circumstances it was 
held by the Court of Appeal, reversing the decision of Kay, J., 
that the transaction was not a borrowing of money, but a bond fide 
sale and hiring of the rolling-stock, and, therefore, valid against 
the railway company. 

In Thomson v. Barrett (1 L. T. N. S. 268), one Mallett, the 
owner of a barge, being already indebted to the plaintiff in a total 
sum of £75, applied to him for a further advance of £20. This 
Thomson refused to make without security; thereupon Mallett 
agreed to sell the barge to Thomson on the advance of £20, there 
being a contemporaneous verbal arrangement that Thomson should 
let the barge to Mallett at a rent of £30 per annum, and that 
when all the money due to Thomson had been paid the barge 
should again belong to Mallett. A receipt was signed by Mallett 
in the terms following :—‘“‘ Received of Mr. W. Thomson the sum 
of £20, being the balance of the purchase-money for the barge 
Robert, formerly called Ermina. He holds the following I O U’s 
dated respectively, August 7, £50, and September 23, £25, mak- 
ing together £75.” A jury having found that there had been a 
bond fide sale, and that the above document was a mere receipt, 
and not a record of the transaction, it was held that such docu- 
ment was not a bill of sale within the Act of 1854. 

In Ex parte Cooper, Re Baum (27 W. R. 298, L. R. 10 Ch. 
D. 313), Baum sold his furniture to Alexander Isaacs for £600 
and signed the following receipt at the foot of an inventory 
thereof :—‘‘ Received, this 26th day of May, 1876, of and from 
Mr. Alexander Isaacs, the sum of £600, being the amount of 
purchase-money in respect of the goods, chattels, plate, linen, and 
effects mentioned in the foregoing inventory.—Joun Bavm. 
Witness, W. H. Rozerts, Solicitor.’’ On the outside cover of the 
inventory was written :—‘‘Inventory of the furniture, fixtures, 
and effects in No. 2, Clyde-street, South Kensington, the property 
of John Baum, Esq., purchased by Mr. Alexander Isaacs.’’ On 
Baum’s bankruptcy the Court of Appeal decided that the above 
document was within the Bills of Sale Act, 1854. “‘ It appears 
to us,” observed Lord Justice James, ‘‘that that document is as 
complete an ‘assurance’ of the goods contained in it, and would 
be as effectual to give the title to and the right to possession to 
them for all purposes whatsoever, as if it had been extended in 
any amount of conveyancing language, engrossed on any number 
of skins of parchment, and sealed with any quantity of sealing 
wax. It is a document which does assure the goods, and does 
transfer them from one person to the other.” 

In Woodgate v. Godfrey (28 W. R. 88, L. R. 4 Ex. D. 59, 5 
Ex. D. 24), goods seized under a fi. fa. were sold by the sheriff’s 
officer to Woodgate for £589 17s., for which the following receipt, 
which had an inventory attached, was given :— 

‘In the Common Pleas. 

“51, Stamford-street, 
“ Blackfriars-road, 
‘* 31st May, 1875. 
“Robert Wood . ‘ , . Plaintiff: 
“ Charles Dillon Watson Defendant. 


“Received of Mr. Thomas William Woodgate, of the Bound- 
aries, Balham, Surrey, the sum of five hundred and eighty-nine 
pounds, seventeen shillings, being the valuation of the under- 
mentioned goods, chattels, and effects seized by the sheriff's 
officer in the above action at 15, Altenburg-gardens, Lavender- 








hill, Battersea, in the county of Surrey, and sold to the said 
Thomas William Woodgate. ““H. Herrick & Son. 

“© £589 17s.” 

The question having been raised whether this was an instrument 
within the Bills of Sale Act, 1854, it was unanimously decided, 
both by the court below (Cockburn, C.J., and Pollock, B.) and by 
the Court of Appeal (Jessel, M.R., Bramwell and Brett, L.JJ.), 
that it was not. ‘The receipt is not the medium of transfer. 
The sale would be just as good without a receipt. All that the 
sheriff gives it for is to furnish evidence of the payment. The 
receipt does not pass the property in the goods” (per Cockburn, 
0.J., L. R. 4 Ex. D. 62). The distinction between this case and 
that of Ex parte Cooper is that here the sale was complete and 
valid without any receipt, whereas there no operative sale tovk 
place apart from the signed instrument. “The decision” [in Ex 
parte Cooper] “‘may be explained upon an intelligible principle. 
That principle is that, independently of the document, there was 
no sale of the goods; that there was one transaction constituted 
by the inventory and the receipt thereto attached; and that, if 
there had been no document, there would have been no transac- 
tion” (per Jessel, M.R., L. R. 5 Ex. D. 26). 

In Marsden v. Meadows (29 W. R. 816, L. R. 7 Q. B. D. 80) 
it was decided by the Court of Appeal (Cotton, Bramwell, and 
Brett, L.JJ.) that a receipt and schedule given by a sheriff’s 
officer under circumstances similar to those in Woodgate v. Godfrey 
was not within the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, and that the ‘“‘in- 
ventories of goods, with receipt thereto attached,” made bills of 
sale by section 4 of that statute, do not include documents which 
merely acknowledge payment and identify the property in respect 
of which payment is made. It must not, however, be supposed 
that a schedule and receipt given after the purchaser’s title is 
complete is, in all cases, outside the Bills of Sale Acts; indeed, 
Brett, L.J., suggests, in Woodgate v. Godfrey, that the Act of 1878 
includes all such inventories or schedules with attached receipts as 
form part of transactions purposely designed to evade registration : 
thus, an inventory with attached receipt for purchase-moneys of 
goods, the title to which has been vested by a previous verbal 
sale, although untouched by the Act of 1854, will be within the 
Act of 1878 wherever the transaction is a mere device to escape its 
provisions. 

Applying the principles to be deduced from the foregoing cases 
and observations, it seems to us that documents employed in an 
absolute hiring agreement, exclusive of the mere hiring agreement 
itself, will be within the Act of 1878 wherever they operate as 
media of transfer, or are substituted for assurances which would 
be within the Act according to its express terms. 

Such being the bearings of the Bills of Sale Acts on hire system 
agreements, we may, in conclusion, briefly summarize the results 
at which we have arrived. 

First, then, no verbal hiring agreement can be within the Acts. 

Secondly, no simple written hiring agreement can be within the 
Act of 1882, nor, for any practical purpose, within the Acts of 
1854 or 1878. 

Thirdly, loan hiring agreements, where the whole transaction is 
contained in writing, are within all the Acts, and must, of neces- 
sity, be void under section 9 of the Act of 1882, as not being in 
conformity with the form prescribed in the schedule thereto; but 
loan hiring agreements, where no part of the transaction, except 
the mere hiring agreement itself, is in writing, are not, in our 
view, within the Acts, though it is probable that the courts will 
struggle to hold otherwise. 

Fourthly, absolute hiring agreements in writing are not, so far 
as the mere hiring agreement is concerned, within any of the Acts; 
other documents forming part of the transaction may or may not be 
within the Act of 1878, but cannot be within that of 1882, which, 
by section 3, extends only to bills of sale given by way of security 
for the payment of money. 








Mr. Justice North on Wednesday announced that, in consequence of 
the continued illness of Mr. Justice Pearson, he would, after the 6th inst., 
take the business assigned to that learned judge, and that for the present 
the cases on his own pene would be tried before Mr. Justice Butt in 
the Admiralty Court. . Justice North will sit in his own court, and, sub- 
ject to the hearing, if necessary, of Re Balthyany-Strattmann on Monday 
next, his lordship will proceed with Mr. Justice Pearson’s work de die 
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REVIEWS. 


COUNTY COURTS. 


se JURISDICTION AND PrAcTICE oF THE CounTy CouRTS, EX- 
CLUSIVE OF ADMIRALTY AND Banxkrupicy. By GEORGE WAsH- 
mncTON Hrywoop, Barrister-at-Law. FourTH Epirion. W. 
Maxwell & Son. 


This is the first to reach us of the new works and new editions 
which will, no doubt, be occasioned by the recent County Court 
Rules. Its early appearance is creditable to the energy of the 
publishers, and the facts that it bears so few marks of haste, 
and incorporates the contents of the new rules so completely 
in the text, is still more creditable to the author. The best 

ise that can be given to it is that, in general, the present edition 
is characterized by the same care aad pains which we have recog- 
nized with pleasure in previous editions. In the cases in which we 
have tested the text we have found the provisions of the rules clearly 
and carefully stated. The rules are given in full in the appendix ; 
and as the new matter in them is printed in italics, the pale is able 
at once to ascertain the chan, t have been made. The sources 
of the rules—whether the old County Court Rules or the R. 8. C., 
1883—are also, in every case, stated, and a reference is given to the 
page in which the rule is noticed in the text. There is not much 
criticism or disquisition upon the new rules, and in several cases we 
think that an outline of the decisions upon corresponding provisions of 
the R. 8. C., 1883, might have been usefully given, or at least some 
indication of the results of the new rules. r. Heywood, however, 
in his preface expresses a well-founded doubt as to the effect of the 
adaptation to county court practice of the ‘‘ omnibus summons” ; 
“the danger,” he says, “is that it will be used for the creation of 
costs in many actions in which, but for the new rules, no inter- 
locutcry ew of any kind would have been made.” With 
regard to the power given by 45 & 46 Vict. c. 57, s. 5, to award 
costs on. the ‘‘ higher scale,” to either plaintiff or defendant, what- 
ever the amount of the claim, we observe that the author expresses a 
well-founded doubt, at p. 246, as to which of the several scales, A., B., 
or C., recently issued is meant, but he adds that ‘‘ there is no ‘lower’ 
scale for actions under £20.” Has he observed that the scale of costs 
for actions under £10 is headed ‘‘ lower scale,” and that over £10 
“ higher scale” ? He gives, at p. 267, an ingenious argument agai 
the validity of the recent R. R C. of December, 1885, relating to 
county court appeals, to the consideration of which we may hereafter 
return. Meanwhile we may commend the book as a satisfactory 
edition of a work of established reputation. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


COVENANT IN LEASE AS TO REGISTRATION OF 
ASSIGNMENTS. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—A lease contains a covenant that ‘‘the lessee, his executors, 
administrators, or assigns will, within three calendar months after 
the date and execution of oy assignment of the term hereby 
granted, leave such assignment or seven days at the office of the 
solicitor of the lessor, his heirs or assigns, to the intent that the 
same may be registered, and pay to such solicitor the fee of twenty- 
one shillings for such registration.” , 

A clerk in holy orders has recently acquired the reversion in fee 
simple. The lease having been assigned, the noianes applies to the 
reversioner for the name of his solicitor in order that he may comply 
with the covenant above cited. The answer is, send me the assign- 
ment and the guinea and I will register the assignment. 

Two questions arise— 

1, Is the assignee bound to do more than literally comply with the 
covenant P 
_ 2. Assuming the freeholder to be entitled to — own register, 
is he entitled to demand the fee unless he is a solicitor ? 

tom a believer in the maxim NE SUTOR ULTRA OREPIDAM. 

y 4. 


(We think it is clear that the assignee is not bound to leave the 
assignment anywhere but at the office of the reversioner’s solicitor, 
and is not bound to pay the twenty-one shillings to —— but 
the reversioner’s solicitor. The reverend reversioner may asked 
whether he is willing to inour the penalties of acting as a solicitor 
without being qualified.—Eb. S. vy 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 
JENNER-FUST v. NEEDHAM—C. A. No. 2, 4th May. 


Morteace—Foreciosure AcTIonN—APPLICATION FOR FoRECLOSURE ABSOLUTE 
—Discuarce or Recetvern—Money 1n Recerver’s Hanps. 

This case (noted, ante, p. to be finally disposed 
of. It will be remembered that the main question a ee — be done 
with money in the receiver's hands, some of which arose from rents of the 
mortgaged property which he had received after the date of the chief 
clerk’s certificate, and before the day appointed for payment by 

r. Pearson, J., held (ante, p. 271) that the balance in the 
ao must go in reduction of the amount found due tothe 
he directed a fresh account to be taken, and that the receiver 
his accounts. And he gave the defendants a month from the 
fresh certificate within which to redeem, on payment of what 
found due to the plaintiffs by that certificate. The Court of 
(Cotton, Bowen, & Fry, L.JJ.) agreed with Pearson, J., as 
application of the balance in the receiver’s hands, but suggested 
instead of directing a fresh account to be taken in cham! 
should itself dispose of the case affidavit of what was d 
plaintiffs. The appeal stood over to-day in order that 
defendants, who were not then before the court, should be served. 
principal of the mo debt was £10,000, and the certificate, 
the 2nd of July, 1885, found that there would be due to the plainti 
on the 2nd of January, 1886 (the day fixed for redemption), incl 
interest up to that day, the sum of £11,663 Ils. 7d. ‘This sum was 

id by the defendants on the day fixed for redemption. On the 29th of 
anuary the receiver wade an affidavit, stating that he had a balance of 
£1,069 19s. 4d. in his hands. There was now produced a fresh affidavit 
by the plaintiffs’ solicitor, which stated after deducting 
£1,069 19s. 4d., and allowing for further interest on the £10,000 up to 
this day (the 4th of May), there would be due to the plaintiffs for 
principal, interest, and costs, under and by virtue of their mortgage 
security, the sum of £10,723 17s. 2d. The Court (Corron, Livptey, 
Lorzs, L.JJ.) fixed the 4th of June for redemption by the defendants 
They were urged to allow the defendants a longer time, on the ground 
that there was a p of the property improving in value by reason of 
some railway works in the neighbourhood, but they refused to allow a 
longer time, being of — that there was no probability of the 
defendants redeeming. e plaintiffs also asked that interest might be 
allowed them down to the day fixed for redemption, but the court refused 
to allow interest beyond the 4th of May. wn, L.J., said that this 
point had really been decided on the former occasion, and that the 
laintiffs had not asked for further interest by their notice of motion. 
e minutes of the order provided that the receiver should pay the 
£1,069 19s. 4d. in his hands to the plaintiffs on account of the 
£11,663 11s. 7d. found due to them, and that the time for redemption 
making thet peymenl, should be dacharged without pacing his acoount 
yment, sho’ ou! 
and that ge i should be vacated. e minutes further 
provided for redemption by the defendants on payment of the 
£10,723 17s. 2d. on the 4th of June, and for foreclosure in the ordi 
way in default of payment on that day. The order was made subject to 
the production of an affidavit by the receiver that he had received nothing 
more since the date of his former affidavit. No costs of ape were 
given.—CounsEL, Higgins, Q.C., and Nalder; Willis-Bund; C. Lyttelton 
Chubb. Soxscrrors, Russell ¢ Hill; A. Hunt ; Kime § Hammond. 


Re THE ANGLO-AFRICAN eed CO.—O. A. No. 2, 4th 
y- 

Practic8s—ComPany—WINDING UP—JURISDICTION TO ORDER SERVICE OUT 
or Juxrspiction—Orper ror Payment or Catt—I1l & 12 Vicr. c. 45, 
s. 108—Companres Act, 1862, s. 170—Gsnerat OrpeR or NOVEMBER, 
1862, x. 63—R. 8. C., 1883, XL., 1. 

This was an appeal ex parte from the decision of Kay, J. (ante, p. 
871). The on was whether the court has jurisdiction to order 
service out of the jurisdiction of orders made in the winding up of a com- 
pany. An application was made by the official vy swoon of the above 
company, which was being wound up under the panies Act, 1862, 
thet ho might be of liasty to steve Ghovagh Tho post an order, which had 
been made in the winding up for a upon the contributories, upon 
some ms who were nis ae" Section 108 
of the Winding-up Act of 1848 (11 & 12 Vict. c. 45 vided that “* 
summons, notice, order, or other document of w: service is req 
or in any way authorized under this Act, unless ly directed by 
this Act, by the court, or by the master to be otherwise, be 
served by the same sent by post to the last known address of the 
party or solicitor on whom the same shall be required to be served 
. « « and that although any such party may be out of the jurisdiction of the 
court.” This Act was ed by the Companies Act, 1862, and 63 
of the General Order of November, 1862, made under that Act, 
which corresponds to section 108 of the Act of 1843, _ contains 
no words relating to persons out of the jurisdiction. Section 170 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, gives power to the Lord Chancellor to make rules 
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erto in use in winding up companies, shall, so far as the same is 
applicable and not inconsistent with this Act, apply to all proceedings 
for winding up acompany.’’ Kay, J., refused the application, being of 
opinion that the Legislature had designedly omitted in the Companies Act, 
1862, the provision made by section 108 of the Act of 1848, for service on 
persons out of the jurisdiction. The Court of Appeal (Corton, Linpiey, 
and Lorzs, L.JJ) affirmed the decision. On behalf of the appellant 
reliance was mainly placed on section 170, which, it was contended, 
preserved the old practice as to service out of the jurisdiction which had 
prevailed under the Act of 1848, no fresh provision having been made by 
any rule under the Act of 1862. Re General International Agency Co. 
(16 L. T. N. S. 725) was also referred to. In that case, in 1867, Turner 
and Lord Cairns, L.JJ., in the winding up of a company, subject to the 
supervision of the court, under the Companies Act, 1862, gave leave to 
serve out of the jurisdiction a summons for making a call, on the ground 
that making the call would be only the foundation of proceedings in the 
courts of law abroad to compel payment of the call when made, and 
that in those proceedings the question might be raised whether the ser- 
vice so effected was good or not. They were of opinion that, to warrant 
the mere making of the call, service by post would be sufficient. Corron, 
L.J., said that this was a question of jurisdiction, not of practice, and he 
thought that section 170 did not apply. The question was whether the 
court had jurisdiction to allow an order for the payment of a call to be 
served on persons out of the jurisdiction, so that the order could then be 
enforced against them if they should come within the jurisdiction, though 
they had no opportunity of being heard in opposition to the order. It 
was suggested that leave might be given to serve the order, reserving the 
right to the persons who were to be served to raise any objection here- 
after. But if the court could see that what was asked was wrong, it 
ought not to allow it to be done, reserving the right to object hereafter. 
In Re General International Agency Co., the document which was allowed 
to be served was only a notice of an intended application for the making 
ofacall. That was a very different thing from an order for the payment 
of acall. His lordship adhered to the opinion which he expressed in Re 
Busfield, (ante, p. 303) that, independently of a statute giving jurisdiction 
to order service on British subjects out of the jurisdiction, the court had 
no jurisdiction to allow service out of the jurisdiction. Order 11 of the 
R. 8. C., 1883, had no application to the present case. Lrvp.ey, L.J., 
was of the same opinion. The question whether the court was authorized 
to issue process out of the jurisdiction must depend entirely on statutes or 
rules which had the form of a statute. There were now only the R. 8. C. 
of 1883, and any statute which was still in force. It was said that the 
jurisdiction given by section 108 of the Act of 1848 was retained by 
section 170 of the Act of 1862. He doubted whether section 108 of the 
Act cf 1848 did anything more than authorize service by post in a case in 
which there was jurisdiction to allow service out of the jurisdiction— 
whether it did anything more than deal with the mode of service. The 
present question did not relate to the mode of service, but to the juris- 
diction to serve. Section 170 related only to practice. The present case 
could not be brought within the R.8.C. of 1883. Whether the leave 
could have been given under the R. S. C. of 1875 was a different question. 
But those rules were thought to have gone too far as to service out of the 
jurisdiction. Lorzs, L.J., concurred. The court expressed an opinion 
that the point was one which the liquidator was justified in bringing to the 
court, though they could not themselves make an order that he should 


have his costs of the appeal out of the estate.—CovunseL, Rose-Innes. 
Soricitors, Rose-Innes, Son, & Crick, 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 

AUSTEN v COLLINS—Chitty, J., 5th May. 
Serriement—Name anv Arms Cravse—Licence or Herawps’ Cortece— 
R. 8. C., 1883, XXV., 5—Dectaratory JuDGMENT. 

In this case a question was raised by a special case whether a direc- 
tion in a will that a devisee should assume a certain name and arms had 
been sufficiently complied with, notwithstanding that such devisee had 
been unable to obtain a grant from the Heralds’ College of such arms, 
inasmuch as he had failed to satisfy the Court of Chivalry as to his 
right to bear them. The name and arms clause contained the usual 
forfeiture clause and gift over, and, the time limited to the devisee for 
performance of the conditions expiring on the 18th of June, 1886, a 

liminary question arose as to the jurisdiction of the court to make a 
laratory judgment. Curry, J., said that, under R. 8. C., 1883, 
XXV., 6—a rule which was made after very careful consideration—the 
court had acquired a discretion to make a declaratory judgment whether 
or not uential relief was or could be obtained as the result there- 
from. He had himself exercised the discretion on several occasions 
where, by doing #0, the rights of any other persons could in no way be 
interfered with. The discretion was, however, to be exercised with 
— and care. In the present instance he found no difficulty in 
ng the case. He was of opinion that the devise would not be 
ested by the devisee’s failure to obtain the grant on it being 
shewn that he had made every endeavour to comply with the 
terms of the direction. He #0 held upon the particular 
e of the instrument. It was not, therefore, necessary 

for him to decide the question as to the authority of the Heralds’ 
College being essential to a proper compliance with the terms of 
a name and arms clause. There were, however, divers statements to that 
effect in the text-writers, and such statements had never been questioned. 
Amongst them was the note to 4 Davidson’s Precedents, 3rd ed., p. 361, 





which, he believed, was written by the late Mr. Waley, a gentleman of 
great learning. It was true that the only case cited in support of the 
Lee that no man by his own authority can assume arms was that 
of Leigh v. Leigh (15 Ves. 92), and that the ~ was found in the 
arguments before the court, and not ref to in the judgments. It was 
not, however, in any way then controverted, and had never since been 
challenged. It was, moreover, to be borne in mind that the law was that 
a coat of arms descended as an estate of inheritance (Comyn’s Digest, sub- 
tit. Court of Chivalry). A man could not of himself create, or to himself 
grant, an estate of inheritance. It was therefore apparent that a mere 
voluntary assumption of a coat of arms is not enough, but that an 
authoritative grant—i.e., a grant authorized bag Heralds’ College—was 
essential to a fair compliance with the condition of an ordinary name and 
arms clause. The order he proposed to make under R. 8. C., 1883, 
XXYV., 5, was that, the court being of opinion that the estate of the devisee 
was not devested under the given circumstances, the special case should 
be — put in the a or after the 18th of June next, when, if it 
should appear from a er and amended statement in the special case 
that, up to that date, the position of es and circumstances was still 
the same, he would deliver fo: judgment.—Covunsex, Simmonds ; 
E. Bray. Sourcrrors, Collins § Collins. 


Re MARSLAND—Kay, J., 5th May. 


SzgrrteMent—Fiquiry To A SeTrLEMENT—HvsBanpD InsOLVENT—ABANDON- 
MENT OF Domicit—Manx Law. 


The question in this case was as to the wife’s equity to a settlement, her 
husband being a domiciled Manxman, who, having*married and resided in 
England for twenty-two years, su’ uently returned to the Isle of Man, 
co then again left that country. aniel Mylrea, who was born in the 
Isle of Man, came to La comer in 1855, and married Mary Anne Riley 
(now Mrs. Mylrea, the applicant in this case), who had a vested reversionary 
interest in a certain fund under the will of James Marsland, deceased. 
No settlement was made on or after the mar . Mr. and Mrs. Mylrea 
resided in England from the time of their marriage till 1875, when they 
went to Douglas, in the Isle of Man, where the husband set up business as 
a hotel-keeper. In 1878 the husband became insolvent, and entered into 
a deed by which he specifically assigned his interest in the wife’s property 
mentioned above to a trustee for the benefit of his creditors. In 1880 the 
husband and wife returned to England, where they resided till 1882, 
when the husband went to Mexico, where, or in Texas, he has since 
resided. The fund in question fell into possession in 1885, when Mrs. 
Mylrea’s share was into court by the trustees of the will. It was 
admitted that, according to Manx law, a wife’s equity to a settlement does 
not exist. Kay, J., said that the domicil of the husband at the time o 
the marriage being Manx, the wife’s domicil became Manx, and that the 
mere fact of twenty-two years residence in England did not justify the 
assumption of an intention to permanently reside in that country. He 
held that the husband’s return to the Isle of Man, and the carrying on 
there of the hotel business, caused the Manx domicil to revert, and that 
the wife had, therefore, no equity.—CounsgL, Kekewich, Q.C., and FE. 0. 
Thomas ; Renshaw ; Bagshawe. Soutcrrors, Rooks § Co; Crowdy, Son, § 
Tarry ; Ward, Millis, Witham, ¢ Lambert. 


HOWARTH v. HOWARTH—Prob. Div., 4th May. 


Drvorce—Rervsat To Execute Dezep—ContemptT—ExecuTion BY ORDER 
or THE Count—JupicaturE Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vicr. c. 60), s. 14. 


This was a motion for an attachment against the respondent for con- 
tempt of court in refusing to execute a deed in accordance with the 
order of the court, or, in the alternative, that the deed might be executed 
by some person to be nominated by the court. The second part of the 
motion was made under the provisions of section 14 of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature Act, 1884. song Meow court had endeavoured to 
adopt the procedure under the Trustee Relief Acts for the same object. 
This case is important as shewing that the efficient remedy of section 
14 applies also to in division. The court had, on the wife’s 
petition, made a decree for dissolution of marriage, and, on the hearin 
of a petition for maintenance, the court ultimately, on March 30, ordere 
the respondent, within seven days, to execute a deed, as settled by coun- 
sel, securing to the petitioner a gross sum of money. The respondent 
had taken no notice of the order, and did not appear. Hannen, P., 
on being satisfied by a reference to the Act that section 14 applied to this 
division, made the order asked for in the alternative, and nominated one 
of the registrars as the person to execute the deed.—Oounsz1, C. 4. 
Middleton. Sorscrrors, Gregory, Rowcliffes, ¢ Co. 





BRODRIBB v. BRODRIBB AND WALL—ProB. Div., 4th May. 
Contempt or Cournt—D1vornce—Form or ORDER. 


This was a motion to commit a co-respondent for contempt of court. 
On the petition being served on the 3rd of April on the co-respondent, 
who is a magistrate and alderman of the city of Bristol, he used very 
violent language, alleging that the proceedings were a conspiracy, and 
that he would spare no ~~ in discovering and pens J those who 
made the charges against ; and he immediately inserted in three of 
the local daily new o- the following advertisement :—‘' Notice.—26, 
Redcliff- trot, Brat , April 3, 1886. A notice having been served on 
me this day affecting my character and reputation, I take the earliest 
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opportunity of giving the charges therein contained the most unqualified 
denial, and I hereby offer a reward of 100 guineas for such information as 
will lead to the discovery and conviction of the instigators of such charges. 
—J.C. Wall.”’ This aan from the 5th to the 17th of 
April, and was the contempt complained of. The petitioners communicated 
with the printers of the newspapers on the 13th. The persons who would 
be witnesses were in humble circumstances. For the co-respondent it was 
submitted that he was acting under the excitement of strong feeling and 
without legal advice. Hannen, P., after stating that it was a very serious 
offence, the natural result of such an advertisement being to impede the 
course of justice, either by deterring persons, otherwise willing, to give 
evidence, or by inducing unscrupulous persons to give false evidence, 
said he would deal with the case in the same manner as the late Master of 
the Rolls, Lord Romilly, did witha similar case in Daw v. Eley (17 W. R. 245, 
L. R. 7 Eq. 49), and, in accordance with that precedent, ordered the writ of 
attachment to issue against the co- ndent, but to lie in the registry 
for fourteen days, in order that he might have an opportunity to offer an 
apology, with which the court might be satisfied on payment of the costs.— 
CounseL, E. R. Bartley Dennis; Inderwick, Q.C., and C, A. Middleton. 
Soxicrrors, D. R. Soames, for A, Essery, Bristol; Clarke, Woodcock, § 


Rylands, for Fussell § Co., Bristol, 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


SITTINGBOURNE AND SHEERNESS RAILWAY CO. v. LAWSON 
—C. A. No. 1, 4th May. 


Soticrrorn—SumMary JuRispicTion TO OrperR Payment or Monry— 
Previous Action sy Cirent to RecoveR THE Monry—Sratvute or 


Limitations. 


This was an application for an order directing a solicitor to pay 
over certain moneys to his clients, the railway company, as moneys 
received on the clients’ behalf. The clients had previously brought an 
action against the solicitor to recover these moneys, but judgment was 

iven for the solicitor on the ground that the ai was barred by the 
Statute of Limitations. The transactions in respect of which the moneys 
were claimed occurred between 1868 and 1875. Held, by the Court of 
Appeal (Lord Esuer, M.R., Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.), affirming the 
decision of the Divisional Court, that the — must be refused. 
Lord Esner, M.R., said that this was an application to the discretion of 
the court, and ifin this case there had been nothiag more than delay, 
that might not have been sufficient to make the court refuse the appli- 
tion. But here the solicitor had rendered accounts, and the clients knew 
all the circumstances, and they brought an action against him for money 
had and received to their use, to which the solicitor pleaded the Statute of 
Limitations. They went on with the action with knowledge of all the 
facts, and ran the chance of success by which they would have got a 
remedy against his property, but, having been unsuccessful, they now 
asked the court to PP va | that action and to make an order which, if 
not obeyed, would send the solicitor to prison. To grant the application 
under such circumstances would amount to ution. His lordship 
declined to say that, even after an action had been brought and judg- 
ment given, the court had no power to exercise its summary jurisdiction ; 
they were facts which the court must take into account in considering the 
application ; but the circumstances must be = extraordinary to warrant 
it. Here there were no euch circumstances, and the appeal must be dis- 
missed. Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsget, H. Matthews, 
QC., and Houohton; Finlay, Q.C., and B. Eyre.—Soxtcrrors, Upton, 
Atkey, §Upton ; H. Palmer. 








Mr. Baron Huddleston was too unwell to take his seat in court on 
Wednesday, and it is probable that he will be unable to attend to his 
duties for some time to come, 


On Tuesday last there were eight cases set down for hearing before Mr. 
Justice Manisty without a jury, but when the greater number were called 
on it was found either that they had to be struck out as no counsel 
8p for either party in them, or that there were applications for their 
adjournment on the ground of their having come into the list unexpectedly 
and the parties not being ready for trial. One of the learned counsel who 
applied to have his case postponed excused himself on the ground that 
it had stood as low down as -second in the list, and that his client 
had been taken by surprise on finding out that as many as twenty-six of 
the cases standing before his own in the list had been struck out the day before. 
Another, whose case had been forty-third in the list, said that client 
had been unable, even so late as two o’clock on Monday, to ascertain how 
many courts would be sitting to-day (Tuesday), and that his brief had 
miscarried in the post. He added that he thought that the lists for the 
first day of the sittings might well be published a — of days before 
the courts sat, so as to give solicitors some better notice than they now 
had as to when their cases would be likely to come on for trial. Mr. 
Justice Manisty said that he did not know who was really to blame for 
the faulty arrangement which had led to the state of things of which he 
had to complain. He only hoped that something ht be done to put 


an end to it, as it involved the same waste of time at the commencement 
of — sittings, and, therefore, ought clearly to be remedied as soon as 
e. 





SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


A special general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held on 
Friday, the 30th ult., at the Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, the chair being 
taken by the President, Mr. Henry Roscor. But a comparatively small 
number of members were present. 


PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION—OERTIFICATE Dury. 


The Prestpent, on taking his seat, said :—I should state that the object 
of our being here to-day is to discuss the special matters referred to in the 
notice convening the mesting, and that the discussion will be confined to 
that. I think that will afford us ample employment for this afternoon, 
for there is a very long list of matters to be disposed of, and some of them 
are of considerable importance. There are two subjects upon which I 
should like to say a few words, not for the purpose of discussing the 
subjects, but for the purpose of putting you in 2 ae oma of facts that may 
be known to the council, but possibly not to all of you, though I daresay 
they are pretty much so to most. On the subject of the preliminary exam- 
ination Mr. Hastie has given notice of a motion with the object of raising 
the standard. What the council think is, that the standard is not too 
high, but we think it a reasonable one to secure that the gentlemen who 
may enter into the profession should have had a reasonably liberal educa- 
tion. We require elemen' Latin as a matter of course. We require 
two languages, of which Latin may be one, and there are certain other 
requirements with the object of shewing that the candidate has 
passed through a tolerably good school education. Our examination is cer- 
tainly more severe than the examinations which exempt from the pre- 
liminary, such as the Oxford and Cambridge Local Examinations, and 
more particularly the examination of the College of Preceptors. These 
examinations, by Act of Parliament, are made equivalent to our own. It 
would not do for us to raise the standard of the preliminary examination 
much higher, because it would simply mean driving the candidates from 
our examination to others which are considered not quite so satisfactory as 
our own. ‘I'herefore, I do not think that would be desirable. But that is a 
matter for discussion as to whether it is or is not desirable that a higher 
standard of general education should be insisted upon. I may say I have 
been in correspondence with a gentleman who thinks the preliminary 
examination should be altogether abolished for all sons of members of the 

rofession. I do not know exactly on what ground he thinks this should 
& done, but he has been asking me pertinaceously several times to 
exercise my authority =a that privilege for all sons of members of our 
profession. I do not k that very Sante, but it only shews the 
variety of opinions upon the subject. The only other question I wish to 
refer to is that of the certificate duty. With regard to that several mo- 
tions have to come before the meeting, which, I think, should all be dealt 
with at the sametime. Subject to what the meeting may think, and the 
views of the tlemen who have placed the motionson the paper, I ask 
that they all be discussed at the same time. But with regard to the 
question, which is a very serious one, and which has occupied the atten- 
tion of the council on many occasions, I may say that we, as a council, 
were not by any means very strongly of opinion in favour of attempting 
further to deal with the question at present. We did get a sort of promise, 
some ten ortwelve yearsago, which was then thought more or less satisfactory, 
but there are many erations on both sides. There is the question of 
monopoly, and whether that, so far as it is a rg would be inter- 
fered with; whether we should be placed in a position of greater advan- 
tage or disadvantage by the abolition of the duty may be a matter of 
considerable doubt, and the council felt that the matter was one 
that required a little further light, and since these notices were 
sent in we have consulted the country law societies, or, rather, have sent 
round a circular to ascertain what their views are upon the subject, in 
order that we might see whether there was — feeling in the 
profession one way or the other. The answers have been tabulated, and 
the secretary has given me the figures. We sent out fifty notices to the 
different provincial law societies, but we did not get answers from a large 
number of them. We only received answers from eighteen. Those who 
approved of an alteration and would support Mr. O’ Hea’s Bill in substance, 
alt ough there may be differenves of opinion on minor — are 
Birmingham, Chester and North Wales, Dewsbury, Devon and Exeter, Hull, 
Liv 1, and Sunderland, and Liverpool with certain — Those 
who pprove are Bolton, Bristol, Gloucester and iltshire, Hertford, 
Leicester, Maidstone, Manchester, Newcastle-on-Tyne, Wolverhampton, 
Sheffield, and the Incorporated Law Society of Scotland. You will see from 
this that, counting names and —— of places and the numbers both ways, 
there is no very great difference between them. There is a superiority 
numerically against the Bill, but places like Liverpool and Birm 
are in favour of it. I cannot say that we can find anything like 
or a strong balance in favour of one view or another, and I think, looking 
at the present state of national finance, we should be only —z the air 
if we were to attempt any change, because, whilst there is a deficit in the 
Exchequer, it is scarcely likely that a very convenient tax which brings 
in £100,000 a year without any trouble would be taken off. If there were a 
considerable surplus and the Chancellor of the Exchequer was trying to 
decide how to apportion it amongst numerous claimants we might put in 
a claim, but at present it would be only a waste of time. 

Mr. Macarruur suggested that the ciroular should be read. 

The Srorerary read the circular, which was dated April 7 


and signed by himself, as Ws :— 
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*¢ Annvat CertiricaTe Dery. 


*T have already sent you a copy of the Bill for the abolition of this 
duty, introduced into the House of Commons by Mr. O’Hea, M.P. 

**You are no doubt aware that this subject has been under the con- 
sideration of this society in former years, and that strenuous efforts were 
made in the first instance, which resulted in the duty being modified, and 
in the reduction of the articled clerks’ stamp duty from £120 to £80. 

‘‘In the year 1866 the matter was again brought before Parliament, and 
in the action which followed the Incorporated Law Society of Ireland took 
a — ent In the year 1867 a Bill was introduced into the House 

Commons for the reduction {not the abolition) of the duty, a modifica- 
tion in which the leading law societies and the council concurred. After 
a series of divisions taken on the various stages of the Bill, it passed the 
second reading, but it was ultimately lost on third reading by a majority 
of twenty-one, and since then it has not been considered desirable to 
renew the attempt. 

‘¢The council have considered Mr. O’Hea’s Bill, and have come to the 
conclusion that it is not expedient to take any steps towards the repeal of 
the duty as suggested by the Bill. 

**T may mention that, throughout the proceedings in Parliament in 1866 
and 1867 the council did not receive any material support from the pro- 
fession in England. : 

‘“‘The question will, I think, be raised at the forthcoming special 
general meeting of this society to be held on the 30th instant, and the 
council will esteem it a favour if you will, before the meeting takes place, 
communicate to them the views entertained by your society on the sub- 
ject raised by Mr. O’Hea’s Bill.’’ 

Mr. A. H. Hastre moved :—‘‘ That, having regard to the very low 
standard of the preliminary law examination and to the present over- 
crowded state of the profession, it is desirable that the standard be raised 
to a level at least equal to that required for Sandhurst.” He said he did 
not think that anyone would seriously contend that it was not desirable 
that, in what the outside public called a learned profession, the examina- 
tions should not entitle those who were such to call itso. It was desir- 
able that, in the one little thing which was — of the profession, 
they should be as near perfection as possible. hen a man went into 
the army, he was required, nct only to be healthy in body, but also to be 
able to pass a much more severe examination than that required for entry 
intothe solicitor’s branch of the legal profession. The preliminary examina- 
tion for solicitors was a most childish and ridiculous examination, whilst 
that required for Sandhurst was most searching. With regard to the 
Latin questions set at the teed examination, two-thirds of the 

uestions could be answered from the first thirteen pages of the Latin 
leer and the remaining third from the next three es. With regard 
to the remainder of the Latin required, the council stated beforehand 
what they wanted. Their requirements for the May examination were 
800 lines of Virgil, and a guide was published to the examination which 
had these 800 lines interlined with a translation, so that all that was 
necessary was to learn the lines from the guide. At Sandhurst transla- 
tions from unseen languages were required. The examination was not 
nearly up to the standard of “smalls” at Oxford, which was simply an 
examination for the p se of ascertaining whether or not an under- 
graduate was intellectually fit to remain any longer a member of the 
. The examination in arithmetic was also entirely babyish and 
ridiculous, and all the way through the papers compared very unfavour- 
ably with those set at Sandhurst. He did not think the difficulty raised 
by the president with regard to the exempting examinations very 
serious. The society was allowed by Parliament to govern its own affairs 
with regard to the examinations, and, if the society went to Parliament 
saying they did not consider the examination of the College of Precep- 
tors severe enough, there was not the least doubt that Parliament wo 
grant their prayer. He argued that the question was one for the society, 
and not for the council, to determine. the standard were raised, and, 
by that means, as he hoped, the numbers seeking to enter the profession 
would be reduced, some people were afraid the supply of articled clerks 
would fall off. But he believed a very much better class would enter. 
He was going to agitate about it, and, if nothing could be done, see if 
he not get the power of regulating this examination taken away 
from the society ao BO 

Mr. Forp seconded the motion, and protested against the president 
making preliminary remarks with regard to a motion which was coming 
forward. The proper time for such remarks was at the conclusion of the 
debate. For many years the preliminary examination had been a perfect 
farce, as also had the other examinations. If he had the power, he 
would be ——_ to take away from the society any connection with the 

examinations. 


. N. Hawnant would have preferred to second the motion if it had 

not been that he could not su it in the terms in which it had been 
. If it had not been for the president’s observations, he would have 
disposed to su the motion as it stood, but the remarks of the 
President had placed an obstacle in the way of doing so. There were 
two obstacles — namely, that there were other examinations which 
= the preliminary examinatioz. and that they were of a lower 
than that of the society; and,s2 <ndly, there was the obstacle 

that they were debarred by Act of Parliament from makin any alteration 
ve co ba examinations in lieu of their own. He hoped that the 
society would not always regard the Acts of Parliament as a stumbling- 
block in the way of improvement, and, when they had satisfied them- 
selves that an improvement ought to be made, they ought to take steps 
to induce the Government to & law amending them. He moved, as 
en amendment, that, after the word ‘‘examination,” there should be 
these words, ‘and to some of the examinations in lien 
thereof,” +d that, at the end of the motion, there should be added, 
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‘fand that the council be requested to initiate legislation for the purpose 
of procuring that result.’’ 

Mr. Hastie adopted the amendment. 

Mr. G. R. Dopp sincerely hoped that the standard of examination 
would be raised; it was far below what it should be, there could be no 
question about that. They uired no mathematics, no Euclid, no 
algebra, and the Latin was a ect farce. The examination ought not 
to be below the entrance examination at Oxford or Cambridge University, 
Much ter enco' ement ought to be given to take the degree in 
laws. ere ought to be an end to entry into the profession by means of 
judges’ orders exempting from the preliminary examination. As a result, 
many men came into the profession who were quite unfitted by educa. 
tion, and he knew an instance of one man who had been an omnibus 
conductor. 

Mr. C. T. Saunprrs (Birmingham) had for many years taken great in. 
terest in the prelimi examination, and had had the charge of the 
examinations at Birmingham ever since they were instituted. He had 
perhaps seen more examination papers than any other member cf the 
society, and could speak with some experience as to the character of the 
questions and the papers set for the candidates. There might perha 
be some room for improvement, because they must not shut their eyes 
the fact that there was a steady increase of education, not only amongat 
the middle, but also the lower classes, through the introduction of the 
school board, but he could not agree with Mr. Hastie that a reason for 
making a change in the examination was to be found in the fact that the 
profession was overcrowded. They could not by artificial restraints pre- 
vent the youth of the country from entering professions to which they 
were attracted. He could not agree, also, that the standard of examina- 
tion was a low one. It was superior to the standard of the Junior Local 
University Examination, which was accepted in its stead. He could not 
agree that the standard of the examination should be raised to that of the 
entrance examination to the Universities, and it must be remembered 
that a great ortion of the candidates were by no means intending 
to go to the Universities, and it would not be fair to shut their 
eyes to the fact that there were a large number of young men seck- 
ing to become articled who had not had the advantage of a high classical 
education. One fact proved that the standard of examination was not a 
low one, which was that twenty-five per cent. of the candidates were 
plucked, and many of them came from Wrexham and Rugby and other 
good schools. He confessed that there was something in the complaint 
that the language papers were all seen papers, and thought there should 
be one unseen paper, for that alone was the real test of a man’s know- 
ledge. Without an unseen paper it might be all ‘“‘cram.’’ Another 
pee pba we might be that some amount of mathematics might be very 
well required—say, the first four books of Euclid; but he thought that 
was all that could be fairly required. In other he did not think 
there was anything at all to complain of, and the examination was all 
o~ need be required of those who ordinarily came up to these examina- 

ons. 

Mr. Hastie did not know whether Mr. Saunders h d given his own 
individual opinion or that of the council generally, but some of his argu- 
ments were altogether fallacious. The fact that twenty-five cent. 
were plucked proved nothing, and he (Mr. Hastie) would like to have seen 
the answers upon which the candidates got through. Mr. Clabon, speak- 
ing at the meeting at Sheffield, had saia that good nature had a deal to 
do with letting candidates through. 

The Presrpent said that Mr. Clabon’s remarks had not applied to the 
preliminary examination. 

Mr. Laxe: They were spoken of thefinal I think. 

Mr. Gray Hr agreed with what Mr. Saunders had said upon the 
question of overcrowding. At the same time he could not accept the 
motion. He would suggest that it should be put “that it is desirable 
that the standard of the Preliminary Law tion, and of the other 
examinations accepted in lieu thereof, be raised.” 

Mr. Hastie declined to accept the suggestion. 

The Presrpent: With regard to dispensation orders let me say that 
the council take the greatest possible care to do all in their power to 
prevent these orders being granted. We have done a great deal in that 
direction. The orders come before us week by week from the Master of 
the Rolls and the Lord Chief Justice in order that we may advise them as 
to what, in our opinion, should be done in page cases. The power 
to refuse them does not rest with us. We have a mere advising power, 
and we have to be very careful how we exercise that power, because, if we 
simply return every case and say it is not a case for dispensation, they 
would soon dispense with us by saying, ‘‘ It is no use sending to the Law 
Society. We know what their answer will be.’”” But we say in the great 
bulk of the cases that we do not think there is any = for dispensa- 
tion, and we have not in late years had a single case in which the Master 
of the Rolls or the Lord Chief Justice have granted the msation orders 
in opgeines to our opinion. The Master of the Ro to me, on one 

, that he thought we were too severe in our views upon the sub- 

ject. Therefore, it is clear it would not do for us to run it too hard, 
use we should get rid of the benefits we are at present able to secure. 

I should like to say, with re to what has been said about good nature, 
that I have been on the tion Committee ten years, and was 
examiner before that committee was in existence, and I should be very 


much surprised if it could be established as a matter of fact that good 
nature has passed one man during that time. I must say I have found 
good nature unable to get a single mark for a man. 

Mr. Hastie said he was only quoting a late president. 

The Parestpent: Inasmuch as that was quoted, I am entitled and, 
perhaps, bound to speak my own experience. I do not know on what 
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grou 
~~ it gentlemen who are members of the Examination Committee. 

The motion, as altered at the suggestion of Mr. Hanhart, was put to the 
meeting, when the numbers appeared to be—for the motion, thirty-six ; 
against, thirty-six. The vote was again taken, with the result that there 
were thirty-six for the motion, and forty-four against. It was, therefore, 
declared negatived. 

Mr. Hastie demanded a poll. 

The Presipent said he was not entitled to a poll. 

Mr. Hastiz then asked for a division. 

The Present said it rested with him, as chairman, to say whether a 
division should be permitted or not. He was satisfied there was a majority 
against the motion, and, therefore, he had decided that it was lost. 

Mr. Hasrre insisted on his right to a division, and, Mr. Green, Mr. 
Forp, Mr. Newman, and Mr. Botton, M.P., having spoken, 

The PrestpEnt said he had ruled, and Mr. Hastie was out of order in 
persisting in endeavouring to get the decision of the chair altered, and he 
must ask him to sit down. 

Mr. Hastie: Very well, Sir; then I will take my own course. 


WIts 1n THE Pronate Drviston. 

Mr. W. P. W. Puiirmore moved :—‘ That this meeting requests the 
council to consider, and subsequently to repost to the society, whether it 
be not expedient that wills proved in the Probate Division should be printed 
under regulations similar to those which affect pleadings in the Queen’s 
Bench and Chancery Divisions, and that in such case this meeting requests 
the council to communicate their views to the authorities.’? He said he had 
brought this forward with a view of economizing the cost of probate 
proceedings. It would also be aconvenience to have twenty copies printed 
of a will, and delivered out at a smaller charge than could one at 
present. It remained for the council to consider whether they ought 
to press upon the authorities the expediency of carrying out the 
suggestion. 

Mr. A. Corrine seconded the motion. 

Mr. Grinuam Keen observed that there was only one objection to the 
suggestion, and that was that there was often in wills family provisions of 
a very private nature, and sometimes rather pai provisions. And 
when a thing went out to a printer, and twenty or fifty copies were 
struck off, these very private papers sometimes became waste paper. He 
did not know whether the profession at large would think this an objection; 
but he had heard it raised to this very suggestion, and he thought it right 
to mention it. M 

Mr. Metvirt Green suggested that the difficulty might be met by 
requiring that wills should be always printed, excepting when 
the registrar permitted otherwise, and no doubt the cases referred to 
could met. 

Mr. Purturmore said it might be done by ordering the copies to be kept 
in court, in which case they would never become waste paper. 

Mr. Forp did not think it wise to adopt the su tion. 

The Prestpent remarked that there would considerable expense 
attached to the printing of every will, big and little. It must be remem- 
bered that there were rich and poor, and the additional expense must be 
considerable. 

Mr. Day observed that sometimes the poorer the person the more lengthy 
was the will. It was very short-sighted in them as a professional body 
to suggest the printing of wills with a view to economy, use at present 
everything had been done to economize the proof of small wills. He had 
been registrar of a county court, and he thought that all wills under £300 
should be proved before the county court. The cost of printing would be 
money out of pocket, and the difficulty solicitors had with their clients in 
proving a will arose, to a great extent, from the expenses out of pocket— 
two-thirds of the costs went in Probate Duty. He thought it against 
public policy and against professional policy to pass the motion. 

Mr. Denenuam was also sapenee tothe motion. He said that many law 
stationers had been driven from business, and many clerks had lost their 
situations through the diminution of the work of copying owing to the 
introduction of printing. 

Mr. Laxs was strongly in favour of printing. But the meeting was not 
asked to decide that. It was only asked that the council should consider 
and report upon it. 

Mr. Putiumorg, in reply, argued that it would not affect solicitors’ 
me Ss all. They would still have to charge for fair copies for the 
printer. 

The motion was put, with the result that fifteen votes were given in its 
favour, and thirty-one against it. Itwas, therefore, negatived. 


County Courts Acts—Morrtcacr Onarer. 

Mr, H. Srarxzy Cotpicorr moved :—‘' That section 11 of the County 
Courts Acts, 1867 (28 & 29 Vict. c. 99), requires amendment to the extent 
of providing for a court in which to take proceedings relating to the 
recovery or sale of any mortgage charge or lien (of an amount within the 
jurisdiction of the county courts), on property other than lands, tenements, 
or hereditaments, in cases where the defendant neither resides nor carries 
on business within the district of any county court.” 

The Prestpent: Do you propose that the ceuncil should promote 
—* on the subject of increasing the jurisdiction of the county 


court 
Mr. Coxtpicorr: Hardly. I cannot go that length. It is only a small 
The Prestoenr: But apparently nothing could be done without an 


point, of course. 
amendment of the County Court Acts. 
Mr. Conpicorr: Yes. I think so, Sir. 


nd Mr. Clabon went when he said that. It is a good many years ago 
I can only give you my experience, and it can be borne out by 


The Presrpent: You have put it in an abstract form. You do not ask 
us to take steps. You are entitled to put it in that way, and you can 
take further action if it is supported. You can move that the council 
take steps to carry it into effect. 

Mr. Forn seconded the motion, which was put to the meeting and 
negatived, very few votes being given either way. 


Certiricate Dury. 


The Prestpent said there were three motions on the paper concerning 
the certificate duty. They were by Mr. Mead, Mr. Ford, and Mr. Askey. 
He thought it desirable that they should all be discussed at the same 
time. 

Mr. H. J. Meap moved “That the council be requested to take steps 
in support of Mr. O’Hea’s Bill for the repeal of the solicitors’ certificate 
duty, and to take every other oe , as it arises, to promote such 
repeal.” He prefaced his remarks by observing that he dia not agree 
with Mr. Ford’s observations as to the opening address of the president. 
On the contrary, he thought it a great convenience that such a 
statement should be made so that the meeting should know in some 
degree what was the opinion of the council as a council upon the sub- 
jects before the meeting. Representations had been made to him that 
this society and the provincial law societies were not in accord with 
the general body of the profession with regard to this matter. The 
reason he could only conceive to be that the council and the various law 
societies were composed mainly of men who had been in the profession for 
some years and had paid the duty so long that they would regret to see 
it abolished. It was not so much the amount of money that was objected 
to as the imposition of the tax and the treatment of the profession in a 
manner different from that of any other profession. The tax originated 
in the then unpopularity of the profession, and was merely maintained 
now from the apathy of the profession in neglecting to take proceedings 
to get it removed. 

Mr. Puriurmore seconded the motion. He observed that the president 
had said that the Incorporated Law Society of Scotland were opposed to 
the repeal of the tax. 

The Presment: They were disinclined to take any action is the ac- 
curate way of putting it. 

Mr. Puritmore said he had in his hand the report of the Incorporated 
Law Society of Scotland, and quoted from it in order to shew that they 
were in favour of the repeal of the tax. He objected to the council 
sending round a circular which said that they did not think those to 
whom it was sent had better vote for Mr. O’Hea’s Bill. It was not asking 
their opinion, it was suggesting one to them. The opinion of the pro- 
fession in Scotland was very strongly against the tax. It bore very 
hardly upon young solicitors, and the difficulty with regard to the 
revenue it brought might be met by deferring the operation of the Bill. 
The council ought to send out a circular to all the solicitors in England, 
Scotland, and Ireland, to arrive at an opinion. There would be such 
an overwhelming consensus of opinion against the tax that the council 
would no longer dare to uphold it. 

Mr. Forp moved :—‘‘ That tke annual certificate duty ought at least 
to be uniform in amount both for town and country, and the im- 
position of this tax upon solicitors is contrary to the usage of all other 
professions.”” He was not at all sure that the country solicitors were 
not better off than those in London. Those in London had the dis- 
advantage of having to pay much more for their clerks and much more 
for their offices. He hoped the time was coming when the duty would Se 
done away with altogether. 

Mr. Cotprcorr seconded the motion. 

Mr. Macarruvr supported Mr. Mead’s proposal. The president had 
said the opinion of the profession was against it. 

The Prestpent: No; that it was not unanimously in favour of it. 

Mr. Macartuur : And to get that opinion fifty circulars were sent out. 

The Prestpent: To fifty different law societies—not to fifty individual 
members of the profession. 

Mr. Macarruvr said that such exertions to obtain the opinion of the 
profession on such a vital question as this was worse than childish. 

Mr. Forp said the circular the council had issued was entirely worthless, 
and the result was no index to the feeling of the profession throughout the 


country. 

Mr. Green thought there was danger of doing harm instead of good, 
and asked the sates to withdraw their resolutions. Mr. O’Hea’s Bill 
could not possibly be , because it proposed the immediate 
of the duty, which would interfere with the Budget of the present year and 
take away the money the Chancellor of the Exchequer was ing upon 
for next November. If the movers would not withdraw he w move 
the previous question. 

Mr. Hanuarr was also of opinion that they might do a deal ofharm. He 
would move an amendment, “‘ That the council be requested to take = 
to ascertain the views of pore Farag = in England ia 1 
upon the abolition of the cate duty, and to report to the somety 
thereon.’’ 

Mr. Mean said he was prepared to adopt the amendment. 

Mr, Byrxe was credibly informed that the average income of the whole 
of the profession—all those admitted and on the rolls of the court—was 
£200 a year. Of course, the duty was a mere fleabite to the wealthier 
members of the profession, but it was not so to others. 

Mr = proposed to withdraw his resolution and support the amend- 
ment, but 

The Presrpent reminded him that the amendment was not seconded. 

Mr. Exuerr (Cirencester) moved as an amendment, “ That, in the opinion 
of the meeting, it is not expedient at the present time to take any action 





for procuring the repeal of the certificate duty.” He did this, not from 
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any desire to interfere with the free and open expressicn of opinion, nor 
from any lack of sympathy, for he thought they all felt that, in the 

this was an unfair tax. But there were such things as matters 
of expediency, and they should husband their forces for another occasion. 

Mr. Lzrrs seconded the amendment. 

Mr. Meap and Mr. Forp withdrew their resolutions, and the amend- 
ment, of course, dropped. 

The following motion was on the paper of business in the name of Mr. 
F. D. Askey :—‘‘ That the duties now payable on their annual certificates 
to practise by solicitors in and outside of London respectively, should be 
assimilated in amount.’’ Mr. Askey was not, however, present. 


Mr. Forp anv Fess or ArticLep CLERKS. 


Mr Forp asked, in accordance with notice, the following question :— 
‘¢ What is the earliest time (without calling a special meeting) when Mr. 
Ford can bring forward his motion in regard to the non-compliance (by 
the society) with section 8 of the Solicitors’ Act, 1877, in regard to the 
application of students’ fees to legal education, and which motion the 
president would not allow Mr. Ford to bring forward at the general 
meeting in January last ?”’ 

The Presipent replied that, the subject having been discussed at the 
July meeting last year, if the meefing next July were held within twelve 
months from that time, he would not be, strictly speaking, allowed to 
diecuss the question, but if it should be one day after the twelve months 
he would be. If he seriously wished to discuss the measure, the council 
would try and arrange that the meeting should be held on a date that 
would enable him to do so. 

Mr. Forp said he wanted to go to the court to get their view of the 
construction put upon the section by the council, but he did not want to 
do so until the subject had been discussed at a generai meeting. 


Tue Law Cuve. 


The following notice was on the paper of business: —‘‘ Mr. Charles 
Ford will cail the attention of the president to certain words in a com- 
munication addressed by the council to members of the society in regard 
to the Law Club which was dissolved, and ask the president whether, in 
face of such words, the statement to Mr. Ford at the last general meeting, 
to the effect that such defunct club had not offered to pay rent to the 
society, is accurate.’’ 

Mr. Forp said that in a lctter, dated in 1883 and signed by Mr. Howlett, 
the then secretary of the club, and addressed to Mr. Williamson, the 

of the society, the expression occurred, ‘‘ I am, however, directed 
by the committee to add that it is their desire to meet the question. They 
would be glad to know whether, in the opinion of the council, a payment 
of rent by the club would settle the question at issue, and, if so, whether 
they can give the committee any idea of the proportionate amount?’’ He 
asked the president whether he had that letter in his mind when he had 
given him the answer at the last general meeting. 

The Prestpent: No, I had not. Mr. Howlett does not offer to pay 
rent, and I knew the club was not in a position to do so. I had forgotten 
all about that letter. It appears to be asking for information with a view 
to guiding the committee in fnture proceedings, and no action was taken 
upon it. 

Srupents’ Feegs. 

Mr. Foxp asked, in accordance with notice, ‘‘ Whether legal proceed- 
ings have been threatened against the society by any, and what, law 
students’ society, calling upon the society to comply with section 8 of 
the Solicitors’ Act, 1877, and to account for the students’ fees received 
and expended under the authority of such section?” 

The Prestpent: I suppose that you have some subject in your mind, 
but I cannot find that we ever had any legal proceedings threatened 
against us whatever. The secr has searched among our archives to 
see whether we have had a lawyer’s letter upon the subject. We cannot 
find one. 

Cuancery Taxinc Masters. 


Mr. Forp moved: ‘‘ That the appointment of an additional Chancery 
master has long been urgently called for, and that the closing of 
and other taxing offices during the Long Vacation operates 
most injuriously to suitors in her Majesty's courts, and that such vacation 
is the very time when every possible facility should be given to solicitors 
to tax costs.” He hoped the council would take some steps in the matter. 
It had been discussed in the legal papers ad nauseam, and everybody was 
agreed as to the necessity of it. On the question of the closing of the 
offices during the vacation he appealed to everyone to bear him out 
as to the inconvenience arising therefrom. A Chancery taxing master 
should be constantly in attendance. The greatest injustice was done to 
suitors all over the —— by the delay. 
Mr. Coipicorr the motion. 
Mr. Disvrx moved, as an amendment, to strike out all the words after 
called for.’’ 


Mr. Day seconded the amendment. 

The Presivext: The council have taken this matter very carefully into 
consideration. We did a few years ago obtain the appointment of an 
additional taxing master, but we are obliged to rather carefully 
in these matters. We have always a great amount of inert opposition to 
overcome. It is always difficult to get another man appointed. and if the 
moment one is appointed you want to get another you rather discredit 

ourself in the eyes of the authorities. We are always coming before the 
Lord Chancellor by deputations or applying to him in letters, and it does 
not do to be too troub e. You have to consider the answer you get 
—to a great extent it is true. ‘‘ All these heavy bills are incident to the 


i 


i 


old administration work, which is now dying out, and the short bills take a | 








comparatively short time. The taxing offices will soon be cleared,” and so 
on. And I am told there is now a great difference in the chambers of 
the taxing clerks. They are not anything like so full of work, and it ig 
likely to be the same with the masters. 

Mr. Green thought the best thing to do would be to abolish the taxing 
masters and spend the money for additional chief clerks. 

The Pxesrpent: I ay go ~ that I was on a committee on which 
the Master of the Rolls, Mr. Justice Pearson, Mr. Justice Kay, and others 
sat, for considering this subject with a view to amendment, and the 
decided opinion of the committee was, and it was expressed in their 
report, that gradually the taxing masters should cease to exist, and all 
their duties be done by the chief clerks. There is no doubt that will be 
the tendency. 

Mr. Depry did not think that chief clerks would satisfactorily discharge 
the duties. The result would be to put a clerk in each of the 
chief clerk’s chambers. The taxation of costs ought to be in the hands of 
a@ man who was entirely beyond temptation. Without wishing to s 
with any disrespect of the chief clerks, he did not think they ought to be 
exposed to the temptation which would be thrown in their way. Every- 
one felt safe with a gentleman of the professional standing of a Chancery 
taxing master, but a junior clerk ought not to be put in the position of 
dealing with thousands of pounds. The personnel of the taxing masters’ 
office might be considerably improved. They had the great respect of 
solicitors, but when one would only give an appointment five months in 
advance, and they knew perfectly well that if they went to another they 
could get a bill through in a fortnight, there did seem some ground for 
interference. 

Mr. Forp accepted the amendment, 

Mr. Disprn: Instead of saying appointment of additional taxing- 
master, we should say ‘‘ that greater facili ty for the taxing of bills in 
chambers be provided.” 

Mr. Forp assented to the suggestion, and the motion was adopted in the 
a. form :—‘‘ That greater facility for the taxing of bills in cham- 
bers has long been called for.” 


Prorosep Mortcace AGENCIES. 

The following notice was on the paper of business :—‘‘ Mr. 
H. Starkey Coldicott will move :—That, in view of the increasing 
encroachments on the legitimate business of the profession, and the 
legislative tendency to cut down the charges for strictly legal work, it is 
desirable that the law societies throughout the kingdom should establish 
mortgage and estate agencies to which members may be able to resort, 
instead of as at present being compelled to seek the aid of —- 
brokers, auctioneers, and land agents, in negotiating mortgages, and the 
sale or purchase by private treaty of estates.’’ 

Mr. Cotvicorr withdrew the motion for the present, as it was a very 
important matter, and the hour was very late. 


Rugs or Court. 

Mr. Aurrep Coprine moved:—‘‘ That, in the opinion of this meeting, the 
wer to make newrulesof court as at present exercised, by the judges of the 
a Court sitting in secret, is opposed to the interests of the profession 
and the public alike; and the council of the society is hereby requested 
to take such steps as lie within their power to obtain an alteration of the 
law in this respect on the principle adopted in the Solicitors’ Remuneration 
Act, under which no general order can be made except after consultation 
with representative members of the profession.”” He said the power to 
make rules was given by a section of the Judicature Act, and there 
had been a very abundant use of those powers. On eighteen different 
occasions during a period of a very little over ten years during which this 
Act had been in force had the rules been altered—certainly in two cases 
amounting to almost an entire revolution of the practice in the courts, 
Not only so, but there was another section which gave the judges 1 ag 
to annul any of the rules, and they had exercised that power very y. 
The exercise of that power had been exceedingly prejudicial to the pro- 
fession. The virtual abolition of the higher wale must be very ruinous to 
a ayy number of firms, and he could call attention to dozens of cases in 
which they must have inflicted great loss upon the profession. The 
time of the judges was taken up in sitting together yg or nine at a 
time, and in framing new rules, many of which were of the most trivial 
character. He thought a deputation might be sent tothe Lord Chancellor 
upon the subject. It was a matter of very great importance, and he could 
not help thinking that some members of the profession must have been 

reminded of it im a very practical and serious manner. 

Mr. Puitumore seconded the motion. 

The Presrpent: Before putting the motion, I should like to say that 
the council has not lost sight of this ot oh subject. We have always 
felt that the rules ought to be submitted to us, at all events, to say the 
very least of it, before they pass. The original Judicature Rules were 
informally submitted to us in a very half-and-half way, with very short 
notice, but we were consulted. Subsequent rules have not been submitted 
to us, fed ry not oe —— a ny of the profession is wtiies 
properly res} , and we alwa no o unity of put 
ourselves right. ith regard to what affects oar trench met—ths 
= of our remuneration—we have had a Bill ed following the 

of the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, with power over contentious 

costs in a similar tribunal to the one under the Solicitors’ Remuneration 

Act. In the course of last year, when Lord Selborne was Chancellor, 

we waited w him, and he then said that he did not think, without 

consulting, that he could commit himself to any opinion upon it, but he 

was rather adverse to the idea. He said if we were oy ope —_ 
e 


a Bill, he would give it consideration. The Bill was sent 
Lord Chancellor, with a request that he would see a deputation. I went, 
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being the president, with a large jqunte from the council. We were 
very well received by the Lord Chancellor, who, while expressing a 
somewhat similar opinion to Lord Selborne—that he could not see, with 
regard to the framing of the rules, that we ought to have a separate 
tribunal, with regard to costs, as we have under the Remuneration Act—he 
still thought he might, at all events, as far as to say that we ought to 
have a primary right to be consulted before any alteration in the rules 
with regard to our remuneration was made, and that we ought to have 
an ample opportunity of considering these rules and giving our opinion 
upon them. There the matter rests. We have our Bill, which, if we 
see the least chance of getting done, we shall —- At all events, 
we shall try and see whether we cannot get the Lord Chancellor to give 
“us a consultative voice. 
The motion was carried unanimously. 


Triat or Causes IN THE QuEEN’s BeEncu. 

Mr, J. R. Macartruur moved :—‘‘ That, in the opinion of this mecting 
the arrangements in the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court o 
Justice for the trial of causes are very unsatisfactory, causing great incon 
venience to the suitors, and to both branches of the legal profession ’ 
He referred to the frequency with which counsel who had been briefed 
were engaged in another court at the time when the cause came on, 
mentioning the case of Goosey v. Jardine. Why should not there be a 
court constituted like a magistrate’s court, in which one or two judges 
should sit continuously, and the counsel should choose their courts, and 
keep tothem. The solicitor branch of the profession had a great right to 
complain. 

Mr. Forp seconded the motion. 

The Prestpent: Perhaps I may be allowed to say that there is a 
committee sitting upon this subject also. The official solicitor, Mr. Pember- 
ton, who is on the council is a member of the committee, and I understand 
from him that the labours are very considerable and the difficulties great. 
If Mr. Macarthur has any practical suggestions to make and he will send 
them in in writing I shall be pleased to let Mr. Pemberton have the benefit 
of them. I do not know what stage they have arrived at, but I do not 
think they have disposed of the question of sittings. Mr. Pemberton 
told me they were upon the question of assizes, one of the most compli- 
cated and troublesome branches of the whole subject. Any practical 
suggestions you make I shall be happy to ask Mr. Pemberton to take 
into consideration and see if anything can be done in the committee. He 
is, of course, only one of the committee. 

The motion was carried unanimously. 


Furniture on Hire System. + 

Mr. Macartruur moved :—‘‘ That, in the opinion of this meeting, hire 
agreements for goods and furniture ought to be made subject to the like 
restrictions as bills of sale,’’ pointing out that it often happened, when 
judgment was obtained against a debtor, it was found that the furni- 
ture in his house was protected by reason of its being on hire. 

Mr. Lerrs seconded the motion. 

Mr. Dispin thought it a very difficult subject which required careful 
consideration. It should not be debated in a small meeting like the present. 

Mr. Frere was strongly eens to it. He thought the restrictions 
upon bills of sale were extremely mischievous. 

The Prestpent: These agreements are not hire ents at all. 
They are subject to payment by instalments. They are goods delivered 
on credit and payable for in instalments. In my opinion if bills of sale 
are to be registered these ought to be ; but whether bills of sale should be 
registered is another question. 

The motion was carried with one dissentient. 

Mr. F. D. Askey had given notices of motion upon several subjects, but 
a a when called upon to introduce them and they there- 

‘ore dropped. 

A vote of thanks to the chairman, moved by Mr. Hanuarr and seconded 

by Mr. Newman, terminated the proceedings. 


CARDIFF AND DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 


This society has lately been registered under the Companies Acts and 
pate to be a great success. y about ninety out of the ninety- 

ve or ninety-six solicitors practising in Cardiff have joined it, and as its 
area extends to twelve miles from that borough, practitioners in the neigh- 
bouring towns of Pontypridd, Cowbridge, and Newport (Mon.), have the 
opportunity of enrolling themselves as members. The objects of the 
society are, shortly, for the protection and advancement of the character 
and interests of the profession, the consideration of any question as to the 
alteration and administration of the law, the formation of a law library 
or taking over the existing one at Cardiff, and the donation of prizes to 
articled clerks. A strong committee consisting of Messrs. Clement 
Waldron, T. H. Stephens, E. B. Reece, R. W. Griffith, R. E. Spencer, 
H. Heard, Ivor Vachell, H. Cousins, W. Scott, J. G. Matthews, J. W. 
Morris, and James Morgan has been appointed, with Mr. H. F. Lynch 
Blosse, hon. treasurer, and Mr. G. F. Hill, hon. secretary. Mr. C. 
Waldron has been elected president for the current year. @ purposes 
of the society are such as will not necessitate the employment of capital ; 
and, therefore, the subseription to it has been at the nominal sum 
of five shillings until either it forms its own law library or takes over the 
one already existing at Cardiff, to which many of the members are sub- 
scribers, Communication will be established with the Law Society of 
the United Kingdom, and all points affecting the welfare and interest of 
the practitioners in Cardiff and district will not only receive the con- 
sideration of the local committee, but will be placed, when desirable, in 





an effectual shape before the head society of the kingdom. It is 
almost everyday experience with practitioners that matters ie! cannot 
individually cope with arise, but which can be taken up and effectually 
dealt with by a society. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At the last meeting for April the debate on the motion brought forward 
by Mr. Ramsdale on the 29th of March was resumed by Mr. 
who {severely criticized the several points put forward by Dr. Bateman 
Napier in favour of Home Rule for freland. Mr. Marcus and Mr. Yates 
opposed. Mr. McMillan moved an amendment qualifying the term Home 
Rule, but, the sense of the meeting being clearly antagonistic, he ulti- 
mately withdrew it. Mr. Munday and Mr. Holan were also among the 
speakers. Mr. Ramsdale replied, and finally carried his motion by the 
narrow majority of one vote. 

The attendance on Monday last was not up to the o 3 but there 
were, nevertheless, a very fair number of speakers who took part in the 
debate. The subject was Mr. W. J. Bull’s motion, ‘‘ That, in the interests 
of the community, leaseholds should be enfranchised,’’ the discussion of 
which had been adjourned from last month. Mr. Pearson spoke in support. 
Mr. pega — — Steere, B age ono and ively 
were among the speakers and against the motion respectively, 
which was ultimately lost by one vote. 





THE LIVERPOOL LAW STUDENTS’ ASSOCIATION. 


The last meeting of the t session was held on Monday, the 19th 
oS. a i e ee of oo ua ocean in coal clan 
e hon. secretary quarterly report, shewing an increase o t 
in the average number of attendants, and of three in the number of 
ers. The affirmative side of the follo question was opened by 
. A. -< Chevalier — — an offer to = aa So post, which B. 
accepts by posting a letter of acceptance. Subsequently B. despatches a 
telegram withdrawing his acceptance, which telegaam is received by A. 
before the letter arrives. Is there a valid contract between the parties ? 
Mr. C. P. Robinson supported the negative, and the following ——- 
took part in the discussion :—Messrs. Broadbridge, Thomas, McMaster, 
Richmond, and Inglis. The president having summed up, the question, 
on being put to the meeting, was decided in the affirmative by a majority 
of twelve. There were thirty-eight members present. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Tuomas Vincent Horpecne, solicitor (of the firm of Holbeche & 
Addenbrooke), of Sutton-Coldfield, has been elected Town Clerk of the 
newly incorporated borough of Sutton-Coldfield. Mr. Holbeche is clerk 


to the county magistrates at that place. He was admitted a solicitor in 
1868. 


Mr. Samvuet Cxkickmer Burton, solicitor, of Yarmouth, has been ap- 
pointed a Magistrate for that borough. Mr. Burton was admitted a 
solicitor in 1846. He is in partnership with his son, Mr. Frank Burton, 
who is clerk to the Stokesby School Board. 

Mr. Linpsey Mippieton Aspianp, barrister, LL.D., has been 


Examiner in Common Law and the Law and Principles of Evi at 
the University of London. Mr. d is the second son of the Rev. 
Robert Boost Acplend, ond. wan in 1843. He was educated at 


University College, London, and he graduated LL.D. at the University of 

London in 1867. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple, in 
Term, 1868, (having in October, 1865, obtained a certificate of 

honour of the first class), and he is a member of the Northern Circuit. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Henry Brirrvenvrst, solicitor, of 7, Bucklersbury, has been 
appointed Assistant Vestry Clerk and Assistant Overseer of the parishes of 
St. Mildred, Poultry, and St. Mary, Colechurch. Mr. Billinghurst is the 
son of Mr. John William eS solicitor, ves clerk of St. 
nee Poultry, and St. Mary, Colechurch. He was itted a solicitor 
nm 1883. 


Mr. Francis Broxnotm Grey Janxrnson, barrister, has been appointed 
Second Clerk Assistant of the House of Commons. Mr. Jenkinson is the 
second son of the Rev. John Simon Jenkinson, vicar of Battersea. He 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple, in Easter Term, 1869. He 
has been a clerk in the House of Commons since 1866. 


Mr. Tuomas Provr Wen, barrister, Master in Equity at Melbourne, 
has been appointed a Puisne J ——- the Supreme Court of the Colony of 
Victoria, on the resi of Mr. Justice Molesworth. Mr. Justice 
Webb is the fourth son of Mr. Robert Saunders Webb, of Sydney. He 
was born in 1845, and he was educated at the University of Melbourne. 
He was called to the bar at Lincoln's Inn, in Trinity Term, 1870. 


Mr. Jossru Prancr, solicitor, of No. 39, Essex-street, Strand, has 
et ee + aa . Supreme Court ef Tasmania 
for London, 
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DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 


Aurrep Grunpy, Henry Epuuxp Grvunpy, and Watrer Sovruern, 
solicitors (Alfred Grundy, Son, & Southern), Manchester and Heywood, 
so far as regards the said Walter Southern. April 30. [@azette, May 4.] 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Date. ae “tel a -4 ed V. C. Bacon. Mr. insties 


M May 10 Mr. Farrer Mr. King Mr. Koe Mr. Beal 
Tuesday Ae a. Farrer Clowes Leach 
Wed.......... 12 Pem on King Koe 
Thursday... 13 Ward Farrer Clowes Leach 
Friday ...... 14 Clowes King Koe Beal 
Bat.........02. 15 Koe Farrer Clowes Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
CHITTY. NORTH. PEARSON, 
Monday, May......0.000.... 10 Mr. Ward Mr. Jackson Mr. Pugh 
pekin * Pemberton Carrington Lavie 
Ward Jackson Pugh 
Pemberton Carrington Lavie 
Ward Jackson Pugh 
Pemberton Carringtor Lavie 








COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1886. 


SrectaL Noticz.—Queen’s Bench Final Appeals in Court I., and Chancery 
Appeals (General List) in Court 11., will be taken on the usual days during Easter 


Queen’s Bench Interlocatory Appeals in Court I., and Chancery Interlocutory 
Appesls in Court II., will also be taken as usual, every Wednesday, during the 
Sittiegs. Bankruptcy Appeals also, ar usual, on Fridays in Coort I. 

A from the Lancaster Palatine Court, which have b-en passed over in 
the List, will be taken in Court II. on Thursday, May 6th, and again 
. the ig Thuradsy in the following month of Jane, namely :—Taoureday, 

une 

The Admiralty Appeals (with Assessors) will be takea in Court I. on days to be 
specially sppointed by the court. e 


APPEALS FOR HEARING. 
(Set down to April 22nd, inclusive.) 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), 
AND THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 


For Hearing. 
(General List.) 
885 


1885 
Societe Generale de Paris v Dieyfus Bros & Co app of defte Dreyfus Bros & Co, 
from order of Mr. Justice Pearson, dated 26 March 1885 April 1 (30 


June 

a. A decd Pearson and ors vy Attorney-Geseral app of W A Whit- 
aker and Wife (parties attending, &c), from order of Mr Justice Chitty dis- 
BO Mey — snd declaring for il egitimacy, dated 29 July, 1885 Aug 24 

In re Patents tee and T M Act, 1533, and Trade Marks Nos 28,402, 35,188, 
and 39,710 ed by Richard Hayward & Sons app of Hayward & Sons 
from order of Mr Justice Kay expungiog T M 39,710 from register, dated 16 
Joly, 1885 Sept 14 (under compromise) 

The United Tclevhone Cov Bassano app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
North, dated 12 Aug 1885 Sept 23 (not before June 1) 

In re Hadden’s Patent and In re Boult’s Patent Designs and T M Act, 1883 
Walker v The Hydro Carbon Syndicate ld app of Robert Walker from order 
<i ro dismissing petition, dated 5 Dec 1884 Sept 24 (security ordered 

ov 

In re The New Callao ld and Co’s Acte, 1862 and 1867 app of the Co from wind- 
ing up order made by Mr Justice A L Smith sitting as Vacation Jadge for Mr 
Justice , dated 3 1885 Oct2 (security for £25 ordered Dec 11) 

In re The West Callao Gold Minirg Co and Co’s Acts app of the Co from wind- 
3 Sere order made by Mr Justice A L Smith sitting as Vacation Judge, dated 
3 1885 Oct 2 (security for £25 ord-rei Dee 11) 

Walker v James app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice North, dated 30 Jaly 1885 
Nov 5 (security ordered 11 Nov 1885) 

Mayor, my of mouth v Martin app of defte from judgt of Mr Justice Kay 


Gated 28 Oct Nov7 (security for £20 ordered Nov 4) 

Norton (pow Baron Grantley) v Johnstone (Pe'ition) app of C GC Norton 
(ha literty, &) against order of Mr Justice Pearson letting ict) possession 
dated 11 Aug 1885 Dec 2 


‘Wileon on bebslf of the Copyholders of Holmes Cultsam, Cumberland, v Barnes 
and others, and ern ty app of the Attornsy-Gea from judgt of Mr 
ated 28 A ay Dee 3 
Joint Stock ik, Imd, and Co's Acts Petition of R’chardson 
end snr spp of petitioner from «rder of V C Bacon, dated 16 Nov 1885 
towind up Co Dec9 (order not perfected 
v app of defo W H Pollen from refu-al of Mr Jas ice Chitty to 
2... and from order on further consideration, dated 30 Nov 


In re Bertha C Ho'chkys , decd, Fiexe vy Calmady app of deft V P 
Calmady from order of V C , dated 98 Nov 1885 Dec 21 

Ia re James Hickey, decd, Hickey v Colmer stp of Gawton Mining Co, Imd, 
and deft Colmer from order of Mr Justice Kay, varying C C Certificate 
Gated 7 Dee 1885 Dec 28 (order net perfec’ed) 








1886. 
In re Leeman, decd, Darley vy Tennant app of deft from juigt of Mr Justice 
Nortb, dated 23 July 1885 Jan 2 
National Provincial Bank of England v Jacksoa app of pits from judgt of Vc 
Bacon, dated 14 May 1885 Jan 4 
In re the Netherthorpe Freehold Land Soc and Co,’s Acts app of T H Jenkingsn 
and apr from Mr Justice Chitty, dated 21 Dec 1885 Jan 9 
In re Argyll Coal & Cannel Co ld & Co's Acts (J Watson’s case) app of Joseph 
June). from order of Mr Justice Kay, dated 21 Dec 1885 Jan ll (SO 
une 
Cracroft v Beagin app of deft J Bexgin from juit of Mr Jastics Chitty, on po'nt 
of law, dated 14 Dec 1885 Jan 11 
Franklin, Hocking & Cold v AB Frascr & Co app of deft fron jadgtof VC 
Bacon, dated 25 Nov 1885 Jan 11 
In re Northumberland Avenue Hotel C Jd C.’s Acts (Suily’s case—-reli or's 
claim) app of J W Sully (trustee in binkruptcy of C W Walls & ors) from 
order of Mr Justice Chitty, dated 21 Dc 1885 Jin 23 
In reJ C Parrott dec, Walter v Parrott app of plt from crder of V C Bacon, 
dated 19 Dec 1885 Jan 27 
Hall v Heward app of deft from judgt of V C Bacon, dati d 18 N.v 1885 Jan 28 
Lydney & Wigpool Iron Ore Co ld v Bird app of pit Co. from judgt of Me 
Justice Pearson, dated 21 Dec 1885 Jan 29 (secu i'y for £300 «1dered Mar 17) 
In re The Ruthin & Cerrig y Druidion Ry Act 1876 & Rathin &c Abandonment 
Act 1884 (expte Farbridge) app of C W F« bridge frem «rder of V C Bacon, 
dated 18 Jan 1886, disallowing claim Jan 31 
Walker v Smith, Finlayson & Co app of pl from judgt of V C Bacon, dated 
3 Feb 1885 Feb1 
Bry v Everitt app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Pearson, dated 11 J sn 1886 
eb 4 
Bcmpas v Ki epp of plt from part of judgt of Mr Justi e Key, @ated 15 Jan 
1886 Feb ." wind Y icine 
Scottish Provident Institution v Turner spp of defts M J Turner & arr from 
judgt«f Mr Justice Chitty, dated 17 April 1885 Keb 8 
In re W A M Barrard, decd Edwards v Barnard +pp of ¢ft from order of V C 
Bacon, dated 3 Feb 1886 Feb 8 
Probate Almey v Timson & ors spp of Sarah Timsop, widow, Eliza Rowe 
(wife of Alfred Rowe) and Ada Candlich (wife of A C Candlisb) from jadgt 
of Mr Justice Butt, dated 26 Jan, 1586, declaricg p't residuary legates Feb 9 
In re London Celluloid Co and Co’s Acis claim ot the Swa’‘sland Printing Co 
spp of the Swaisland Co from order of V C Bi:con, dated 22 Jan, 1.883, dis- 
allowing claim Feb 9 
In re Contracts fer the eale of Real Estate, da'td 13 Nov, 1884, betwee 
Richard Hargreaves & ors and James Thompwn & V & P Act, 1874 app of 
James Thompson from order of Mr Justice Pearson, dated 21 Jan, 1886. Feb9 
In re Jane S Boyse, decd Crofton v Crofton (Okhotuikuff s claim) app of WN 
Okhotnikoff from refusal of Mr J urtice Pearson, dated 18 Jan, 1886 Feb 10 
In re Cartago ld & Co’s Acts app of petnrs Samuel Wilson and Ux from onder 
of Mr Justice A L Smith for Mr Justice Kay, dated 26 Aug, 1885 Feb 12 
Wileon v Kenrick “pp of dft R B Warrick from order of Mr Juatise Chitty, 
dated 21 Dec, 1885 Feb 16 
In re Thos Maxwell Hunt & Ux Marrisge Settlement Trusts and 10 & 11 Victec 
96 app of Thos Hunt, jon, edmr of Thomas Hunt, des, from order of V C 
Bacon, dated 19 Dec, 1885 Feb 17 
Protate In re The Goods of Sarzh Reid, decd app of Louisa Stower, wife of 
Anthony Stower (admx of Sarah Reid, decd) from judgt of Mr Justice Butt, 
dated 16 Feb, 1886, revokirg letters of administrateon with Will annexed, 
granted 25 Feb, 1879 Feb 20 
(To be continued.) 


From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Chanc2ry Division. 
Separate List. 


Mellor y Thompscn opp of dft from retusalcf Mr Jus‘ics Chitt, to ord r delivery 
of partica ars March 

Jenner-Fust v Needhem app of plts from order of Mr Justic: Pearson refusiog 
foreclosure order and extending t'me for redempti n March 24 

Marsh v Bailey (Pearson,J) a p of dfts from Justices Grove and Stephan re- 
fusiog new trial—actioa tiied at Swansea by Deamin, J, for Pearaom, J, by 
order of 21 Nov, 1884 April 6 

Dakas v Dukas (trading as Dukas & Co) app of plt from V C Bacon refusing to 
restrain dfts —— of trade circular representing —— April 10 

Bankes v Small app of dft from refusal of Mr Justice Pearson to make o.der for 
di-covery of documents April 12 

In se Francie Hill, Solr, ex pare Tharle app of R. Tharle (aimx of Elizabeth 
Robey) from Mr Justice Kay disal owing ubjection to taxation April 13 

Daniell v Daniell app of dft from refusal of V C Bacon to set aside substiiute! 
service and making order for recovery cf dividends Apr! 14 

In reR D Marehall, dec Marshfield v Hutchings Hutchings v Hutchiags app 
of dit R C Hutchings from V C Bacon giviog liberty tv inspect bankers’ books 
uoder Bankers’ Act, 1879 April 15 

Mann v Pateut Cable Tramways Corpn Id Patent Cable Tramways Corpa Id v 

app! of aft Corpn from order of Mr Justice Pearson, res r.iaiag trana- 

fer of paiiup eba:es until trial April 19 

In re Jonathan Clough, dec. Bradford Commercial Joint Stock Banking Co 11 v 
Cure app of dit Wm Clough from Mr. Justice Pearson refusing liberty to 
redeem after limited time expired dated 17 April, 886 April 21 

Simsion v Picton & Sons app of plt from V C Bacon refusing order f.r farth-r 
affidavit of documents dated 30 Ma ch, 1886 April22 « 

In re J. G. Alford, des Hantv Parry app of plt from Mr Justice Pearson re- 
fusing allowance of payment out of cetate for maintenance and education, dated 
5 April, 1868 April 22 

In re Vlaint pending ia County Court at Swansea Jonesv Slee app of pits from 
order of V C Bacon probibitiog proceedings in County Court, dated 9 April, 
1886 Apri) 22 


“(Zo be continued.) 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND 
ADMIRALTY (ADMIRALTY) DIVISIONS. 


For Judgment. 


Blackburn, Low & Co vy Vigors app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day at 


trial! (c av Mar 1—present Master of Rolls & Lords Justices Lindley & Lopes) 
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In re an arbitration between Kirk & Randall and the East and West India Dock 
Co sppl of the Dock Co from Justices Grove and Stephen refusing rule abs '- 
lute to revoke submission to arbitration (ca v Mar 22—pres nt the Lord Chicf 
Justice and Lords Justices Lindley and Lopes) 

Hamilton, Fraser & Co vy The Thames & Mersey Marine Tosurance Cold appl 
of defts from judgment of Justices Mathew and A L Smith on epe.ial case 
(av Apr 20—present Master of Rolls and Lords Justices Lindley & Lopes) 


For Hearing. 
1885 


The Queen on the prosecution of the Corpn of Croydon v The Croydon and Nor- 
wood Tramways Co (Q B Crown side) = the prosecutors from the Lord 
Chief Justice and Lord Justice Fry discharging nisi for mandamus to relay 
road Aug 7 

The Ocean ‘Steam Shipping Co v Andereon, Tritton & Co appl of plts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Day at trial Aug 17 , 

Damage to Ship Anderson and ors v River Tyne Commissioners app of pits 
from jadgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial at Newcastle Dec | 

Copyright—Photograph Cooper (ndmix &c) vy E Gregeon ard Son_ app of dft 
from judgt of Mr Justice L at trial in Middlesex witha jury Dect 

Breach of Contract Westwood vy Conning spp of dft from jadgt of Mr Justice 
Day a' trial in Middlesex without a jury Dec 10 

Breach of Covenant Giraud v Nance app of plts from jadgt of Mr Justice 

at trial in Middlesex Dec 18 

Murdcch v Fundublien app of pit from judgt of Baron Pollock and Justices 
Manisty and _ 8 reversing judgt of Mr Justice A LS xith at trial at Mun- 
chester Deo 

Armstrong v Milburn app of pit from Justices Mathew acd A L Smith reversing 
judgt of Mr Justice Day for plt at = 23 


Pandorf & Co v Hamilton, Frazer & Co app of plt from jadgt of Mr Justice 
at trial at Liverpool Jan 1 

Houlder Bros & Co v The Merchants’ Marine Insurance Cold appcf plts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Field at trial Jan 1 

Lane v Fogg app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Field at trial in Middlesex 
withoutajury Jan 4 

Bot‘erill vy The Gaardians of the Poor of the Ware Union & ors app of pit from 
jadgt of Baron Huddleston at trial in Middlesex J.n6 

Davies v Rees (Bill of Sale) app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Step>en on 
far con of counter claim after trial at Swansea, and notics of contention of 


t Jan 14 
rh and Heckmondwike Waterwcrks Board v The Assessment Com- 
mittee of the Penistone Union (Q B Crown Side) app of Dewsbury Board 
from judgt of Justices Manisty and A L Smith on case stated under 12 & 13 
Vict c 45, s 11, as to principle of rating Jan 16 
The Queen v The School Board for London premises ia St John's-rowd, Hoxton 
QB Crown Side) app of the School Board from judgt of Justices Cave and 
“ee = an stated by General Assessment Committee under 32 & 33 Vict c 
67,840 Jan 16 
The Rev Wm D Morice v Alfred Dennison (QB Crown Side) spp of the deft 
from the judgt of the Commen Serjeant in the Mayor’s Court under section 4 
of the MCCP Act Jan 18 
Harris v Briscoe (Maintenance) app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wills at 
trial at ing Jan 26 


s 

The Highway Board for the District of Loughborough v N C Caz (Q B Crown 
Side) app of Highway Boerd from judgt of Baron Huddleston and Mr Justice 
Wills affirming order of magistr a'es for repair of road Jan 28 

Jarrett v Alexander & Co app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Denman at 
trial in Middlesex Jan 29 

Chariton v Charlton ard anr app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Cave at trial 
at Newcastle upon Tyne Feb 2 

Watling v Bayley app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial Feb 4 

Taylor & Co v Le Comte dela Chapelle app of deft from jadgt of Mr Justi:e 
a 2 trial in Middlesex without a jury Feb 6 (Security for £25 ordered 

a 

Iredale v Martin app of pit from jadgt of Mr Justice Day at trial Feb 9 

ae Sa app of def in person from judgt of Baron Huddleston at 

The Fine Art Society, }d, v Tbe Union Bank of London app of defte from 
jadgt of Mr Justice Day at trial Feb 16 

bay , Newbold app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham at trial 


eb 1 
Clarke v Millwall! Dock Co app of plt from jadgt of Baron Pollook at trial in 
Middlesex Feb 18 
Brocklebank and anr v Lancashire and Yorkshirs Ry Co app of plts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Lopes at trial at Liverpool Feb 18 
T E Wales v J J Thomas @ B Crown Side) app of J J Thomas from judgt 
= a Day and A L Smith on special case reversing juigt of magistrates 


Affleck, Trustee in liquidation of D V Stawart, v Mayor, &3, of Keighley. app 
of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Cave at trial at Leeds Feb 26 
Gas Light and Coke Cov Hardy app of pits from jadgt of Mr Jastice Mathew 
at trial in Middlesex Feb 26 
Mirehouse v Easton app of defte from juigt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial ir 
Middlesex Feb 26 
(Zo be continued.) 


FROM PROBATE, DIVORCE, & ADMIRALTY DIVISION. 
(ADMIRALTY). 
For Hearing. 
With Nautical Assessors. 
1886 


ot» Tay—D. Jackson end ors, Owners of the Blanche, v Owners of Shi 
ay app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Butt, dated June 26, 1885 July 
Ship Main—Damage Owaers of cargo ex The Kalaja v Owners of the Main 
end freight app of defts from judgt of the phe ey Ge Aug 7, 1885 Aug 19 
Ship Annot Lyle—Damage Owners of Meouphar Cargo Osten of Annot 
Lyle app of pits from judgt of Mr — Butt, dated July 15, 1885 Sept 18 


Ship Navigation—Damage Owners of the Ida Marshall vy Owcers of the Navi- 
gation app of pits from jdgtcf Mr Justice Butt, dated 12 Deo 1885 Jan 14 





Ship Harvest—Damage Owners of the Stinisacre & ors v Owners of the Harvest 

a = asee app of dfte from jadgt of M- Jastise Butt, dated Ll Jan, 
an 

Ship L:veriogton (damage) Cory end ors v Owners of the Loverington appl of 
the plts from jigt of Mr Justice Batt, dated 8 Deo 1885 Jan 29 

Ship Tiber (damage) Weatherley & ors vOwnere of the Tiber appl of the dfts 
from jdgt of the President, dated 3 Feb 1886 Feb 15 

Ship Para (damage) Bevan & ors v Owaers of the Para and Freight app of plis 

ship tos (done yates Oopesien at Tale ie ed ee 
1p us Corporation of Trini ouse, Dept , Stroui v 

> David Bruce & ors app of plts from jdgt of the President, dated 15 Jan 1886 


April 13 
From the Queen’s Bench Division, Sitting in Bankruptcy. 
ln re Lewis Clement Ex pte Chas Goas a creditor appl of Chas Goas from re- 
fusal of Mr Registrar G.ffard to make receiving order 
In re Baseett Keeling Ex pte 1hos Blauchett app of Tho: B'anchett from Mr 
Registrar Hez'ett extending time of notice unti ¢ of a for rec very of demani 
In re John Grepe Ex pte H W D Saunders (trustes) appl of Join Grepe fron 
Adjudication Order made by Mr Justice Cave from Devovshire County Court 


From Orders made on Interlocutary Motions in the Q ieen's Bench Division. 


1885. 
Trower v Milman app of plt ia person from Baron Pollock and Mr Justice 
say refusing new ‘rial—action triei by Mr Justice Denman in Mid‘x 
ec 


1886. 
Spittle vGW Ry Co ap» of dfts from Justices Grove and Stephea granting a 
new trial—action tried by Mr Justica Cave at Monmouth _— 8 
Sittingbourne & Sheerness Ry Co v Lawson and In re A S Lawson, Solictn 
appl of Francis Cooper (receiver qua liquidator) from Justices Grove poe 
refusing order for psyment of sum received as solicitor of Co or answer vit 
Pp 


John Holman & Sons v Daenieres app of plaintiffs from Justices Grove end 
Stephen refusing new trial—action tried by Mr Justice Denman at Swansea 
Summer assizes April 16 

Compagnie Financiere et Commerciale du Paci v Peruvian Guano Co, ld 
—<S from Justices Grove and a asing to set aside nonsuit and 

By tg By oh Ping Lng Senhen tecing 
rower v Stephenson te rove aw 
jial-~aation tried by Mr J ce Day April 16 

James v Lewis opp of pit from Justices Grove and Stephen affirming refasal of 
Mr Justice A L to order further affidavit of documents April 16 

In reC J L Gray, solr (taxn of costs) Kx Per.ival Everitt app of 
Percival Everitt from Justices Hawkins and ay refasing appln for vers 
of bill of co ts for taxation Apr 17 

Sheav Green app of deft from Justices Mathew and A L Smith affirming order 
of Mr J ustice Field granting leave to defend on pees int> court 17 

Merriott vy Chamberlain app of pit from order of Justices Mathew & A L 
Smith that answers to in ies are insuffisient Apr 19 

The Queen v The Judge of the Bloomshury County Court of Midix & the 
Registrar of the same Court (Q B Crown side) epp of the Retarning Offi er 
for Harrow Division of Middx from Justices Denman & Wills, dischargicg 
nisi for =a from —* tex charges Apri! 20 

it from ee Dee SS ats othe 


order of Mr Justice Stephen for plt to deliver better particulars Apr 
Standen (trading as Standen & Cs) v Fox app of pit from Justices Grove & 
Stephen affirming order of Mr Justice Granthara for stay of action upon teras 


Apiil 22 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
SastTzEa Sittings, 1886. 
Cauees for Trial or Hearing. 

~ (Set down to April 22nd, inclusive.) 

Motions, Petitions, and Short Causes will be taken on the ueual days, as stated 
in the Easter Sittings Paper. 

Causes with and without Witnesses will be taken by Vice-2hancellor Bacon oa 
the usue] Cause days in the order as stand in the Cause Book. 

Mr. Justice Kay will take Witness on ay | Cause days u-til 
further order; his Lordship will sit in Chambers on every Friday daring tne 
Si except on Friday, June 11. 

Mr. Justice Chitty will take Witness Causes on the following days, viz :— 
Mey 11, 12, 18, 18, 19, 20, 25, 26, and 27. 

r. Justice Peareun will take Witness Causss on days to be named by his 
Lordship at the commencement of the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice North will take Witness Causes every day, in the order as they 
stand in the Cause Book. 

Adjourned Summonses will ba taken as follows :— Vice-Chancellor Bacon, on 
Fridays and Sat 8; Mr. Justice Kay, on Thursdays and Saturdsys; Mr. 
Justice Chitty, with Non- Witness Actions, 

N.B.—Mr. Justice Pearson will take Adjourned Summonses as follows :—Cla-s 
I, with ~~ Fridays ; Classes II. and III., in the Non- Witness List ; 
Ciass LV., on aye and Satardays. For “yey of each Class :ee notice 
issued by his Lordship’s Chiet Clerks, dated May 1, 1884. 

Before Vice-Chancellor Bacon. Reynolds & Co Amos & Haat act wi s 
Causes for Trial (with witmesses and| Fendall vy Pennington act wits 

without witnesses). Norwich Fire & Sooy v Birkoeok act 

In re Bagliog Blackham vw Carr act | In re Walcott Waloott v Lyons act 

In re Hartmann Gillett v Lowndes In re Hanter Honter v Banter mom 

Wiater v Ind Coope & Co act wits Solomon v Dadd act & motn for judgt 

Enthoven v Mosley act wits British Tea &o Assoc vy Cooke and aar 


In re Roberts Kvansy Thornes act x... : ud Beak 
aus v Im act 
Witenes = wet 


Brooke v Dobson act wits 
Hotson v Furnes, act wits act 
Barnes v Prideaux act In re Kisoh Harton v Kisch act wits 
Jackson v Shenton act wits Williams vy Wrigtt act 

In re Hibell Anstice v Hibell act wits | Braver y Sharp act wits 

Coupland v Blackburn art Kinva'rd ¥ Yorks aot wits 

Kendall vy Waterm.n mo'n for judgt Warn r ¢ Hendo: Loal Board ae! 
Hobeen v Divfielt Main Cou Co act! wits 
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Churchill v Liley act wits 

Macintosh v Broder act wits 

Marquis of Londonderry v Russell 
act wits 


“In re Williams Williams v Philp act 


Low v Petley act & mtn for judgt wits 
Merchant Venturers of istol v 

Bridges special case & mtn for judgt 
In re Beech Beech v Clarke act wits 
Brwill v Bailey act wits 
H_ chinson v Richards act 
K vShurmuir act wits 
G nwoodv Hornsey act wits 
Sharp v Brauer act wits 

(Zo be continued.) 


Further Considerations. 
Wells v Wells fur con 

Knowles v Bradford Old Bank fur con 
In re Fenny Sanderson v Fenny fur 


con 

Ia re Prime Prime v Prime fur con 

In re Firmin London & Co Banking 
Cov Firmin fur con : 

In re Chaloner Simpson v Long fur 
con 


Adjourned Summonses. 
Lewis v James for fur affidavit 
Lewis vJames for time to file evidence 
Inre Box Box v Box 
In re Wright Baines v Wright 
In re Jarratt Jarratt v Burli 
Norwich Equitable, &c, Co v Birkbeck 
Edward v 
In re Wilton & Sons and In re Inden- 
turer, dated 28th August, 1545, and 
7th October, 1846 
Inre J W Jones Jones v Jones 
Falcke v Scotch Imperial Insarance Co 
= The Danish Freehold Land, &c, 
tr) 


In re Ricketts Alexander v Ricketts 
De Mora v Concha 

Knight v Greenway (2 sumns) 
Martin v Spicer 

In re Cowland Wheeler vy Cowland 

In reArmstrong Pearson v Armstrong 


in totem Same vSame (dfts) 
In re Dodgson Croes vy Ainsworth 
In re Lewis Jenkins v Lewis 


Before Mr. Justice Kay. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Cocks, Biddulph & Co vy Carter act & 

motn for j 

Trustees of C B Luddy v Peard act 
Beard v Wilkinson & Howlett act 
Staddert vy Grosvenor act 
Langton v Milner act 
Hardy v Higeins act 
Chadwick v Kynaston act 
Jobnstone v Wallis act 
Tiedell nb Hon & 

v Barnetts, Hoares & Co act 
Miles v Blake act 
Floyd v Osborne act 
Tamblyn v Tamblyn act 
Cooke vy Cutts, widow act & sumns 

v Allen act & motn for 





Ross Improvement Commrs v Usborne 
act 


Venables vy Barton act 

Smith, Paterson & Co ld v Abbotebury 
Ry Co act 

In re Meysell, Meynell vy Meynell act 

Parton v Horton act 

Leeds Estates Building & Co v Shep- 
herd act 


In re Hoult, Godfrey y Mansfield act 

Amos v Herne Bay Pavilion Promenade 
and PierCold act & min for jadgt 

Weston v Reversionary Interest Society 
act 


Peck, Bart vy Derry act 


Lohbnstein v Brooking 
Sheppard v Gilmore act 
or ~ tena Greenhill vy Lovibond 
Che'tenham Urban Sanitary Authority 
v Bryant act 

Stokes v Stokes act 

> — ypathtenaaed Secley vy Reynolds 


Lumley v Haines act 
Paul v Thompson 
InreGray MoMlilan v Gray act 
In re Naylor, Naylor v Daws act 
Finnis v Wilks act 

(Zo be continued.) 


Farther Considerations, 

In re Linwood Price v Linwood fur 
con 

In re Smith Howe v Moore far con 
and two adj sums 

In re Houlgrave, Houlgrave v Houl- 
grave fur con 

In re McRae, Norden v McRae fur 
con 

Hours v Farndale 

In re Murray, Wood v Greenwell fur 
con 

Jones-Byrom v Allen fur con 

Frasi v Dando fur con and sums to 


vary 

Iu re Gilbert, Daniel v Matthewe fur 
con 

In re Mugliston’s Estate, Rojgera v 
Rodgers ‘fur con 

In re Fawcett, Fawoett v Fawcett fur 


con 

In re Gilbert, McGregor v Huddleston 
fur con 

In re Burnet, Burnet v Burnet fur con 

Latch vy Latch fur con and sums 

Palliser vy Were far con (short) 

In re Blaksley McDermot {v De 
Cabrera fur con 

In re Olive, Olive v;Westerman fur 
con and 2 sums 


Adjourned Sammonses. 
In re Brome, Martindale vy Freeman 
In re Arbenz’s Application and Patent 
Designs, &c, Act 
In re Thomas, Jones v Ellis pt hd 
In re Marsland and Trustee Relief Act 
Beckitt v Parker 
India —o Gutta Percha, = Tele- 
graph Co, ld, v Henley’s Telegraph 
Works Co, ld d bat 
Craddock v Mansell 
In re Kingdon, Wilkins v Pryer 
eo & Beach and V & P Act, 


In re Conant, Conant v Grove 
In re Gen Marine Salvage Co and Co’s 


Acts 
In re T Blundell, Blundell v Blundell 
In re Stead, Burrell v Stead 
In re Banke’s Estate, Murray v Murray 
In re Park, Meyers v Lane 
Mellor v Thompson 
In re Schmidt’s T:ade Mark, & 
In re Cureton, Cureton v Bloore 
In re Moss & Fell & V & P Act 
In re Atchelor, Bury v Wood 
In re Essex and Townshend and V & P 
Act Ist day of adj sums 
Germ Milling Co v Robinson 
In re Medlock, Ruffle v Medlock 
In re Baker, Andrews v Radcly ffe 
In re Curzon, Curzon v Curzon 
In re Walker, Walker v Walker 
Carter v Sarl 
In re Ellison, Watson v Hindmarsh 
Ward v Lyon 


Before Mr. Justice Cuirry. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses) 


Nembhard v Patman act 

Daubney v Horsley, Smith & Co act 

In re Daubney dec Horsley, Smith & 
Co v Daubney action transferred 
from V C Bacon 

Le Blond v Cartis act set down by ord 

In re Davison, dec Wright v Davison 


act 

Earl of Abingdoa v Bertie Bertie v 
Earl of Abingdon claim counter- 
claim & m f j 

Thorp v Hart act 

Boize vy Hemery act 

Chandler v Biest act 

Elders vy Hunt act 

Duke of Mariborough v Sartoris act 
(transferred from V C B) 

Loring v Davie & ors for trial agaiost 
deft T Davis and Scrutton & Son 
(diemissed as against Young and 
Dyer Bros by order of March 20) 

Averie v Averre act 

Wright & Mansfield v Grand Junction 





Colonial Bank v Hepworth act (Vom 
to NY 
In re Risdon dec Risdon v Scammell 


act 

In re Chisholm dec Jobling v Mac- 
donald act 

March v March act 

Badcock v Kellers act 

Keen v Phillips act 

Wood v Wood act 

Proctor v Sir H W Tyler & ors act 

Tyler v Proctor for trial against deft 
Proctor 

In re Ruggles, decd Weaver v Bate- 
man adj sumns cross exam on affi- 
davits 

O’Dowd v Rugg act and sums in Re 
Morris, deci—Harris v O'Dowd 

In re E G Morrie, decd, Harris v 
O'Dowd act 

Coulthurst v Davies act and m fj 

Randall v New Cross Public Hall Co, 
lmd, New Cross Pablic Hall Co, Imad, 
v Randall, Morton v Randall claim 
and counter-claim 

Oppenheim v Jeune act 

Hainsworth v Woodhouse act 

Dawson v Woodhead act 

Gosset v Davis act 

Denison Smith actand m f j cross 
exam on affidavits 

(Zo be continued.) 

Non-witness Causes, Adjourned Sum- 

monses and Special Cases. 

In re B P Wray, dec Sergeant v Smith 
(Mrs Haworth’s claim sep use) adj 
smns (Head of wits cases on May 11 
by order) 

Fooks vy Burton (Ex- Justice) adj 
smns (pt hd Ap 13, SO May 4) 

In re F Hunt, dec Goldsmith v Hunt, 
ex parte plt adjemns (pt hd April 
14,8 O May 4) 

Marsden v Newton (Ex Billings) adj 
smns by ord) 

Penon v Cutfield m fj 

In re Hollingbourne Paper Co ld (Har- 
bour’s claim) adj smns (S O Trinity) 

In re Thames & Channel Steamship 
Navigation Co adj smnsof Official 
Liquidator 

In re Farmer, dec Bassett v Farmer 


mfj 
Rumney School Board (Monmouth) v 
Bassett act 
Barnard v Edwards act 
Hutchinson v Williams act 
Christy v Van Tromp m fj 
Hepworth v Binks act 
Rodwell v The Attorney Gen adj sum 
Broad v Rogera Explt adj smns SO 
May 26 
Bristol & Clifton Permt Bldg Soc v 
Harbour act (trans from Q B Div) 
In re Ann Marshall, dec Macleod v 
Muller claims of Macleod and wife 
adj smns 
In re Brazilian Rys Construction Corpn 
ex Wyatt & ors adj smns 
In re Bright-Smith’s Trustees & Cox’s 
Contract V & P Act adj smns of 
purchaser 
In re Fisher’s Estate Atkin v Fisher 
(Ord 55) adj smns 
In re Thos J. Burton’s Estate Burton 
v McIlwaine ex Burton (Ord 55) 
adj smns 
In re Hollingbourne Paper Co app of 
liquidator for payment of balance 
jj sum 
In re Chas Pearson’s Estate Pearson 
v Leonard (admn—appt of trustee) 


adj sun 
In re Hick, decd Bawtree v Hicks 
act & mf j 
In re Jas Potter, decd In re E Stapley, 
dec In re Jao Potter, dec Potter 
v Dadeney act 
In re Felton, dec Felton v Poole 
(Liverpool) act & mfj 
Hunter v Clegg act 
Austen v Collins special case (May 5 
by order 
In re illis’s Settlement Traste 
original sum by E Nankevill and 
another for payment of one-fifth of 
Fund 
(To be continued.) 


Further Considerations. 








rear. Bot act 
¥ v Jefiryes act 


aterworks Co act 


Rust v Victoria Graving Dock Co 


ee 


Rust v Victoria Graving Dock (Qy 
motn of Victoria Co to refer back to 
referee . 

In re Spencer, dec Spencer vgSpencer 
fur con 

To re Jonas Murgatroyd, dec Marga. 
troyd v Rhodes fur con 

In re Perton, dec Pearson v Attorney. 
Gen fur con to vary 

Morris v Evans fur con 

In re Edwards, dec Edwards v Ed. 
wards 

Hemming v Hemming fur con after 
official referee’s report & motn of dft 
Hemming to vary report 

Welch v National Cycle Works fur 


cm 

In re W Withers, dec Withers y 
Withers fur con 

Spooner v Casson fur con 


Before Mr. Justice Noxtu. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses), 
{o re Batthyany-Strattman, Batthyany 
Strattman v Walford act pt hd 
Powell vy Cobb act 
Pyrke v Mackrow act 
London & Weatr &c Co v Partridge act 
&mfj May 10 
Benham v Irviae act 
Transferred from Justices Kay, Chitty, 
and Pearson for Trial or H 
only, by order dated 22nd Dec., 1885, 
Edison &c Light Co v Woodhouse act 
Edison vy Woodhuuse act 
Stothert v Tillery Coal Co act (Triaity 
Sittings) 
Wharton y Terrell act 
Alexander v Tanbridge Wells Imp 
Commrs act 
Cooper v Daffield act 
Waight v Waight act (6 May by order) 
Todd v Tojd act 
Tolputt v Harrison act 
Varty v Isle of Wight Trading Co ld 
act 
Instone v Elmslie act 
Foote v Foote act 
Robinson v Miles act 
Webb v St John’s Gas Co act (not 
before 1 July) 
Nichols v Briggs act 
Mount v Witha'l act 
Walker v Cleaver act 
In re Hardy Goodall v Hardy act 
Lumley v Simmons act 
Midland Ry Co v Miles act 
Midland Ry Cov Miles act 
Chamberlain v Hirm act 
Mayfair Mansions Co ld v Brit & For 
Contracts Corpn act 
Breathwaite vy Moore act 
Reese v Goodman act 
Lewis v Rameadale act 
Damant v Hennell act 
Jackson v Northampton st Trams Co 
act 
(To be continued.) 


Before Mr. Justice P zARSON. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
In reCompton Norton v Compton act 
(restored) 

Kerr v Gandy aot 

Walker v Elmslie act 

Payne v Tanner act 

Worswick v Saibston Colliery Co 

counter claim 

Wackrill v Groom act 

Cayley v Sandycroft act 

Howard v Palmer act 

Clark v Bray act 

Byron v Hazlitt aot 

Olley v Fisher act 

Wateon v Walker act 

In re Miilichamp Goodale v Bullock 
act 

Crickmer v Freeman Laroche v Crickmer 
act ~ 

Woodward v Green 

Moss v Malings act 

In re Futtitt Taylor v Nicholson act 

Inre T W Cobb Harrison vy Cobb act 

Cobb v Harrison act 

Ladywell Mining Co v Brookes act 

Same Co v Huggons act 

Barker v Helliwell act 

Baddoley v Davis act 

Richardson v Castrey act 

Lennell v Rawson act 

Southall vy Walker act 





mota of pits to adopt report of referee 


Walke: v Southall act 





Grie 
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Horner vSullins act andm f j 

Ruthven v Ruthven act 

Miller v Jones act 

Dawson v North Lonsdale ror, &c, Co 


ot 
Batt v Barton act 
Margatroyd v Nicholson act 
Hogarth v Machen act 


Causes for Trial} (without witnesses) 
avd Adjourned Summons (Classes 
IL. and III.) 

Tottenham Local Board v Lee Con- | 
servancy Board act 

Arnold v Allen mfj 

Carnochan v Ireland act 

Steven v Forbes, Forbes & Co act 


Ia re Davies J avies v Jones adj sum 
In re Oldfield Oldfield v Oldfield adj 


sum 
In re Fisher Currie v Kennedy adj 


sum 

Pearce v Bradford Bankiag Co m fj 

Hall v Hall m fj 

In re Downes Wadsworth v Park'n 
adj smns 


In re Hill Hill v Waterfield adj smns 


In_ re Richardson Richardson v 
Richardeon sp:cial case 

In re Bellenger Allt v Bellenger adj 
smns 


Crompton v Countess Cathcart adj 


smns 
In re ESeain, one, &c (taxn) a4j smps 





In re Williams Williams v Howell Lennard v Taylor adj smns 


adj smns (To be continued.) 
Ia re Hewetson Burra v Hevweteon | 
adj smas Farther considerations. 


In re Wood Ward v Wood adj smns | In re Brettingham Melhado v Wood- 
In re Rollason RoJlason v Rollason | cock furcon 

adj smns | In re Sutcliffe Alison v Alison fur 
In re Brook Brookv Brook adjsmns|_ con 
In re Buckley Buckley v Buckley adj In re Perkins Perkins v Bridgwater 


smns con 
Ia re Watkins Morgan v Simpson adj Ia re Hendry Watson wv Blakeney 


sans ur con 
In re Trumper Trumper v Tramper Inre{Tililett Field vy Lydall fur con 
adj smns sum 
Ia re Baillie Fitzgerald v Noad adj | 


sumns 
In re Duff Mattlebury v Muttlebury 
adj sumns | In re Cook Rogers v Cook 
In re Dacksey Docksey v Docksey | In re Imperial Land Co of Marseilles Id 
adj sumns | Barber v Mackrell 
Cooper v Bromilow act ‘In re Walker Birmingham &c Bank- 
In re Dickinson’s Will, &c adj sum ing Co v Walker 
In re Payne Kibble v Payne adjscm Ripley v Sawyer 
Inre Lloyd Lloydv Lloyd adj sum | Tilbury v British Matual Baukiag Co 
In re Home Invest Soo ld & Co’s Acts| Id 
adj sum | Inre Smith Pearson v Smith 
Inre Bauer Bubl v Bauer adjsum | 
In re Macomie Macomie v Mosemie 
adj sum 


Adjourned Sammonses. 
Class IV. 





QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. * 
Easter Sitrines, 1886. 
New Trial Paper. 


For Judgment. 
Grief v Ellis & enr (Laby 3rd party) stands over for Official Referee’s further 
report (Heard before Mr Justice Mathew and Mr Justice A L Smith) 


For Argua.ent. 

Set down 2ad April, 1885 Middleeex Shickle & ors v Lawrence { anr Mr B 
Rowlands for dft C E. Lawrence Justice Stephen 

Set down 2nd April, 1885 Middiesex Shickle & ors v Lawrence anor Sir H 
Giffard for deft CN Hoare Justice Stephen 

Set down 3let July, 1885 Middlesex Blackburn, Low & Co v Haslam Mr 
Hollams Justice Day Stands over till decision of Court of Appeal 

Set down 28th October, 1885 Swansea Tillett & Co v Jones & Coand the Cwm 
Avon Works Proprietors Mr B F Williams Justice Stephen Motion for 
judgment to be argued with this motion 

Set down 24th November, 1885 Middlesex PowellvGraves& Co Mr Mclatyre 
Justice Grove 

Set down 30th November, 1885 Middlesex Weldon v De Bathe Pit in person 
LC J of England 

Set down 2nd December 1885 Middlesex Staveley v London Road Car Co ld 
Mr McIntyre Justice Grove 

Set down 4th December 1885 Middlesex Trower v Law Life Assce Co Pit in 
person Justice Grove 

Set down 4th December 1885 Middlesex Trower v Budd & anr Pit in person 
Justice Grove 

Set down 5th December 1885 Middlesex 

’ Justice 4 

Set down 5th Decamber 1885 Middlesex Lumley v Nicholeon Mr Channell 
LC J of England 

Set down 7th December 1885 Middlesex Millar v Toulmia Mr Murphy 
LC J of England 

Set down 7th December 1885 Middlesex Grover, MoLeau & Co on behalf, &c 
vGrant & Co Mr Bigham Justice Grove 

Set down 9th December 1885 Middlesex Hailes v Fricker Mr Paget Justice 


Set down 9th December 1885 Middlesex Eager by next friend y Squires Mr 
Kiech Justice Lopes 

Set down 10th December, 1885 Middlesex Haines & Co v Firminger & Co Mr 
Willis Justice Grove 

Set down 10th December, 1885 Middlesex Webster & enr vy Friedeberg Mr 
Grantham Justice Grove M for j to be argued with this motion 

Set down 18:h December, 1885 Middlesex Brault v Brasch & anr Mr Witt 
Justice Grove 

Set down 19:h December, 1885 Middlesex Harris & anr v The Weetminater 
Fire Offive Mr Guiry UC J of England (S O June 1) 

Set down 19th of December, 1885 Middlosex Harris & avr v The Westminster 
Fire Office Mr Guiry LC J of England (8 OU Jans 1) 

Set down Ist January, 1886 Middlesex Ward & enr v Conover Mr Kemp 
Jastice Day 

Set down lat January, 1886 Middlesex Milley Mayor, &o, of London Mr 

Justice Grove 


Gattie v Piggott Plt in person 


Set down 6th January, 1886 Middlessx Cederberg & Co v Borries, Craig, & Co 
Mr Pollard Justice Grove 

Set down 11th January, 1886 Middlesex. Elian vy Great Northern Ry Co Sir 
H. James LC J of England - 

Set down 12th January, 1836 Middlesex. Bishop v Labouchere Mr D Sey- 
mour LC J of Bngland 

Set down 25th Janoary 1886 Middlesex Monaghan v Taylor &anr MrC A 
sussell for deft Taylor Justice A L Smith 

Set down 26th January 1886 Middlesex Reeve v Hind & Son Mr Harris 
Baron Hudcleston 

7 a 27th January 1886 Middlesex Bartram v Aldous Mr Fillan Justice 

rantham 
Set down 30th January 1886 Newcastla SS Carlisle Co 1d v Stoddart Bros 


Mr Chitty Justice Cave 

Set down Ist February 1886 Croydon Pit's v Mitchell Mr Hodson Justice 

Set down 3rd February 1886 Taunton Hawkes v Crocker & anr Mr Clay 
Justice Grova 

Set down 3rd February 1886 Middlesex Wyatt v Rosherville Gdos Cold Mr 
Willoughby Baron Huddleston 

Set down 3rd February 1886 Middlesex Wakefield & ant v Bush Mr Lynch 


Justice Denman 

Set down 5th February 1886 Maidstone Morley v Latter & anr Mr Willis 
Justice Stephen 

Set down 8th February 1886 Reading Walford v Partridge Mr Brown 
Justice Wills 

~ down a February 1886 Manchester Holden v Eaton & Sons Mr Gully 

ustice Day 

Set down 12th February 1886 Middlesex Mobbs v Wareham & anr Baron 
Huddleston 

Set down 19th February, 1886 Norwich Smith Bros vy Woodward Mr L Smith 
Justice Hawkins 

ager yey February, 1886 Glamorgan Williams v Jones Mr Band LC J 
of Englan 

Set down 19th February, 1886 Middlesex Moora vy Palmer MrKemp Jastice 


A L Smith 
(To be continued.) 


SreciaL PAPER. 

Set down 9th December 1885 Due 15th December 1885 Clarke,R & Co Tod 
New Zealand Agricultural Co ld Special case before two Judges 

Set down 12th March, 1886 Due 19th March, 1886 Leathley & P Evansy 
Cohen Special case before two Jadges 

Set as 3id April, 1886 Due 9th April, 1886 J A White Lee v Abdy Points 
of law . 

Set down 14th Apri’, 1886 Due llth May, 1886 Baker & N Reeves & anr v 
Ivimey & ors Special case before two Judges 

Set down 15th April, 1886 Due llth May, 1885 Robins & Co Barges v Urb 
Sanitary Authority for Bristol Poiats of law 

Set down 15th April, 1886 Dae llth May, 1886 Triaders & R Muirhead v 
Submarine Telegragh Co Special cases before two Judges 


Stephen 


OrrosED Mortons, 
For Argument. 
Tillett & Co v Jones & Co and ors motion for jadgt to be argued with motion for 
New Trial No 4 
Vers ant v Friedeberg motion for judgt to be argued with motion for New 
Trial No 17 
re v Challis motion for judgt to be argued with motion for New Trial 
o 63 
Huxley v West London Extension Ry Co See motion for New Trial No 77 
Vestry of St Luke, Middlesex v Regent’s Canal City and Dooks Ry Co 
Viscount Gort & ors v Rowney & anr 
Adams v Lord Coleridge & anr 
la rea Solicitor, Ex parte Incorp:rated Low Soo 
Barnett v Aylin - 
Schroder, Gebinder, & Co v Myere,Son, & Co 
Ashby & Co v Vaux & ors 
Milissich v Lloyds 
Halliday v Vaughan 
Proctor v Tyler 
Maullin v Rogers 
Viscount Gort & ors v Rowney & atr 
Cooke v Alcock 
Williams & anr v De Boinville & anr 
In re Arbitration between Westwood & anr and the Government of the Cape of 
Good Hope 
Same v Same 
Smith acd anr v Pearson (Hewitt & ors 3rd parties) 
Lloyd v Nutting & aur 
In re a Solicitor, Ex parte Ann Vale 
Jones v Jagger 
Crown PAPER. 
For Judgment. 
Middlesex Holden v Vestry of St Mary, Islington Magistrate's case Argued 
12th April, coram Denma>, J. and Hawkins, J. 
Middlesex, Clerkeawell Manton & avr v Right Hon Baron Truro County Court 
Argued 13th April, coram Mathew, J. and A L Smith, J. 


For Argument. 

London Brightmore v Mag & ors Mayor's Court Nisi to enter judgt for defts 
or new trial Sir T Chambers, Judge $ O till further order stay in meantime 

Hertfordshire The Queen v Coeshunt Local Bd Mandamus Defendant's metion 
for stay S O by consent till 29th l 

Wells The Queen v Livett and ant, Jj, &. & Wells Urban Sani Authority 
Nisi to state case Ex pte Wells Water Co (pt hd Jane 23rd, [S85 coram 
Field, J & Manisty, J) 3 

Same Welle Water Co id vy Wells Urban Sanitary Authority Mag oase (same) 

Linoolachire, Bourn Hemetock and ors v Huntand ors Coanty Court 1 
case defendants’ H H Jadge Hughes (ot hd Nov 10, 1885-85 0 all 
Justices Day and Smith sit together) 
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Norfolk The Queen v Nar Valley Drainage Board Nisi for mandamus to take 
upaward Expte Harding § O till after argument of special case to ba settled 
by parties—not to be in paper till notics given by parties 

Eesex, Rochford and Southend Foster v Cotgrova County Court Plaintiff's 
n‘si for new trial H H Judge Abdy S O till further notice after Superior 

ac‘ion disp»eed of 

Devons'\ira The Qaeen v Belfield Indictment Nisi for new tris] Justice Field 
(pt hd April 2nd, 1886 before Justices Mathew and Smith—S O till notice 
given at Crown Office 

Met Assemt Dist Loodon School Board v Assessment Committee of St Mary, 

, Islington Order of Assessment Session Appellants’ nisi to quash S O till 
case decide in Court of Appeal 

Central Crim Court, Middleeex The Queen v Baber & ors Nisi for certiorari 
for indictment at instance of defendants 

England The Queen v Henterson & anr app for habeas corpus for children 
ex parte George Hencerson Jan 26,1886 Rvferrei to court fron Chamters 
8 O till 5th day of Easter Sittings on terms 

Lancashire, Ulverston & Birrow in Faraeas Kant v Tae Barrow Hematite 
Steel Co County Court Motionto enter judgt for dfts or newtrial H H 
Judge Ingham 

Northumberland The Qieen vy R Wallis, Esq, & anv, Jj, &c (ex parte McGee) 
Nisi for cartiorari for conviction To be heard bya cuurt of 3 or 5 judges 

Sawe The Queen v Same (ex parte Neleon) Sane 

Kent Simmonds & ors v Jj's of Blackheath Liceasing Div Stewart v Same 
Orders of Seesions appellants’ nisi to qaash 

London Mappnv Lloyd Same v Dixon-Hartland Mayor’s Court. Motn to 
enter non suit or judgt for defts or new trial to Brandon, Esq, assistant judge 
8 O fer purpoze ef retilement rot to be in list till eppla made to Master 

Rochdale Heap v Day Magi-trate’s case 

Linoolnsbire, Lindsey Manchester &: Ry Co v Caisto Union Q iartar Sessions 
12 & 13 Victc 45 Special case 

Carmarthenshire, L'anelly Nicholls & Cov Pagh (Jones clmt) County Court 
Motion to enter judgt for plts 

Yorkshire, Sheffisid Glossop v Marshall County Court Deft’s appeal for 
jadgt H H Jadge 

Mocrmouthebire Loa v Abergavenny Improvement Comm'ssioners Quarter 
Seesions Rezpond-nt’s nisi to quash orders 

Lavcaisbire Sewell vy Guardians of Toxteth Park Mgistrate’s case 

— The Queenv Kench Nisi for certiorari and judgt at instance of 
deft 

Salford Edwards & Anr v La Silford Hunired Court Defi’s motion for 

order to review t-xa H West, Eeq, Judge 

Surrey, Kingtton Cave v Collir County Cout Motion t> en‘er judg: for 
deft H H Judge Lushington 

S:aff sdshire, Hanl y Rv Thos Devine & ors vy Keeling M>gistrate’s case 

Middlesex, Westminster Blaiberg v Greenfield County Coart P.t’s motion for 
new trial H H Judge Buyley 

Lancashire, Lancas‘er Baxeudale v Comp-ton County Court Special case 
deft's appeal M Coventry, E q, a Jatga 

Central Crimisal Cuurt Th: Qieen v Jj’s for Jurisdiction of Central Criminal 
Court Nisi for certiorari for order of re-titution Expte Hanscn 

Durham The Q ieenv Rev G Wilkinson & ors, Jj, &c, and Thompson Nisi to 
allow rate Expte Spoor S 0 till next ass‘zes 

(To be continued.) 


REVENUE PAPER. 
For Argument. 
Attorse y-Gexeral y Newcomen & ors excep'ion to answer 
Cases as to Income Tax and Inhabited House Daty. 

Mayo~, Commonalty end Citizens «f London, Applts and Blake (Surveyor of 

axes) Respt Blake (Surveyor of Tsxe+) Applt and the Mayor, Commenalty 

and Citizens of London, Re:-pts 

St Audrew’s Hospital, Northamp‘on, Applts, and Shearsmith (Surveyor of Taxes) 


Respt 
The Truro Public Rooms Co Applts and Ar: ficld (Surveyor of Taxes) Respt 
Paichas (Sarv-yor of Taxes) Applt and Fisher & Co Reapts 
Partridge & anr Applts and Mallandaine (Surveyor of Taxes) Reapt 
= City of London Cuntract Corpn Appl's and R H P Styles (Surveyor of Taxes) 
spt 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-OUOP NOTICES. 
Joint STOoK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


ENGLISH AND RussIAN LOMBARD BAnkING Company, LiwiTep.—Petition for 
winding up, presented April 19, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on 
May 8. B ey, Mark lane, petitioner in person 

HicHaM Creek Brick Company, LimITED.—Kay, J., has fixed Tuesday, May 11 
at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION, LIMITED.—By an order made by Bacon, V.C., 
dated April 20, it was orderei that the association be wound up. Badham and 
Williams, Salter’s Hall ct, solicitors for the petitioners 

STEEP GRADE TRAMWAYS AND WoRKS COMPANY, LIMITED.—Petition for winding 

up, presented April 28, directed to be heard before Pearson, J., on Saturday, 
ay 8. Hores and Pattisson, Lincoln’s inn fields, solicitors for the petitioner 
[ Gazette, April 30.) 


BRITISH WHITE LEAD Company, LIMITED.—Petition for winding up, presented 
April 29, directed to be heard before Kay, J.,on May 15. Rooks and Co, 
King st, Cheapside. solicitors for the petitioners 

CHIPCHASE STEAMSHIP COMPANY, LimITED,—Petition for winding up, presented 
May 3, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Saturday, May 15. Flux and 
Leatbitter, Leadenhall st, agents for Laws and Co, Newcastle upon Tyne, 
solicitors for the petitioners : 

HITEHALL CovRT, LIMITED.—By an order made by Bacon, V.C., dated April 17, 
it was ordered that the court be wound up. Roberstson, South sq, Gray’s inn, 
petitioner in person 


(Gazette, May 4.) 





CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY 


HENSHAW AND LOEBELL, .—By an order made by the Vice-Chancellor 
dated April 20, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Moore and 
Millar, Wanchester, solicitors for the petitioners , i 

CorEHILL .—Petition for winding up wag Mi 


AND CoMPANY, LIMITED 
ted to be heard at St George’s Hall, Liverpool, on thursday, May 
Rutherford, Liverpool, solicitor for the petitioner 
STEAMSHIP ‘‘ OXENHOLME” 


MPANY, LimiTED.—Petition for pinding ND, 

sented May 1, directed to be heard before the Vice-Chancellor on ureday, 

May 13. Evans and Co, Liverpool, solicitors for the petitioners 

| Gazette, May 4.] 

STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Company, LimiTED.—Petition for winding up, pre. 

to be heard before the Vice-Warden at the ce’s 

, May 17 at 11.30. Andrew, Clement’s lane, solicitor for 

and Co, Truro, agents 

Company, LimtreD.—Petition for winding up, presented 
heard before the Vice-Warden at Prince’s 

il, Aatsew, Clement’s lane, solicitor for the petitioner ; 


agen 
AND CoPpPpER MINES, LIMITED.—By an order made by the 
was ordered that the company be wound up. Chi and 
for the petitioners 
[ Gasette, May 4.) 













to 
17 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
RAWLING, THOMAS, Guisborough, York. May7. Smith v Rawling, Bacon, V.C, 
Jackson and Jackson, Middlesborough 
Wawa, Tuomas, Cardiff, Yeoman. May 17. Morgan v Williams, Pearson, J. 
ardiff 


ms, 
[ Gazette, April 16.1 
WarrEN, JAMES ROBERT, Colchester, Essex, Licensed Victualler. May i7, 
Warren v Collier, Bacon, V.C. White, Colchester 
[ Gazette, April 20.) 


CROSSMAN, MATTHEW GIBSON, Berwick upon Tweed. May 25. Black v Cross- 
man, Chitty, J. Crossman, Theobald’s rd, Gray’s inn 
WARREN, JAMES ROBERT, Frating, near Colchester, Essex, Licensed Victualler. 
May 17. Warren v Collier, Bacon, V.C. White, Colchester 
(Gasette, April 23.) 
MitneE, THomAs JONES, Carlisle, Gent. May 26. Grant v Heysham, Kay, J. 


Mounsey, Carlisle 
[ Gazette, April 27.) 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 36. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


Azam, Wate, Shurtney, Cambridge, Farmer. June 1. Eaden and Knowles, 
am 
BALLARD, Y, Swallowfield, Berks, Farmer. May 24. Beale and Martin, 


> 


Bareson,, WILLIAM, Alsager, Chester, Gent. May 19. Llewellyn and Ackyrill, 


BE, 1 Borovere, nr Alton, Hants. May 22. Leathes and Maynard, 
Langham pl, Portland pi 
BENNETT, WILLIAM, Liverpoo), Esq. May 3i. Frodsham and Nicholson, Liver- 


ool 

BLUNT, Gene, Dudley, Worcester, Tallow Chandler. June 1. Sanders and 
0, Dudle 

CARLYLE, JAMES, Parton, nr Whitehaven, Ironfounder. May 81. Mason and 


Thompson, Whitehaven 
, Barrow in Furness, Auctioneer. May12. Postle- 


CHAMLEY, WILLIAM KELLETT. 
thwaite and Son, Ulverston 

CoLE, i Newcastle upon Tyne. June 17. Armstrong and Sons, Newcastle 
upon e 


CoLLIER, HENRY, Canonbury pk North, Gent. June 15. French, Orutched 


Cook, E1tiza, Bath. May 17. Timmins, Bath 

ore ae pmo Hounslow, Engineer. June1. Saxton and Morgan, Somerset 
st, Portland sq 

CROSLEY, MARGARET LOCK, Sebastopol rd, Edmonton. May 29. Eagleton and 
Son, Chancery lane 

DarntTy, WILLIAM, Newman st, Oxford st. May 10. Jones, Spital 

DALTON, PATRICK cis, Avenue des Champs Elysees, Paris, Commission 
Agent. June 24. (tordon and Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 

EDWARDS, RICHARD DowNEs, Elm pk gdns, Gent. May 31. Yewdall and Son, 
ae st, Covent oe id — brid li 4 
ISHER, TLLIAM, Cha’ e oO » Cam » Retired License 
Victualler. June1i. Harold Ruston, Chatteris ” 

GaRBuTt, ANN, Sheffield. June1. Porrett, Sheffield 


) Garsipz, WRIGLEY, Huddersfield, Labourer. May 10. Craven and Sunderland, 


Huddersfield 

GREY, GEORGE ANNETT, Milfield, Northumberland, Esq. July 10. Sanderso 

gid Wsntnrhond, Berwick pth AVES a. a2etey Joukien Pooree 
RIGG. A, Cor e, Cornwall, 31. 

HARGREAVES, BUSsIE JANg, Oakhurst, Westhoughton, Lancaster’ May 20. 
Wright and Appleton, W: 

HussEY, EpwarpD KERRICH, Blandford rd, Bedford pk, Shipbroker. June 30, 
Collyer Bristow and Co, Bedford row: 

NNOCENT, WILLIaM, Whatton in the Vale, Nottingham, Esq. June 12. Watson 
and Co, Nottingham = 

J y= : pes. Paneer Mary, Queen’s Gate ter. June1. Bowlings and Co, Essex 
st, 

eros, Basen, Guaietle York, Former. J 7" 1. Dacre, Otley Pri 

, ANN Mak THA, Heysham Lancaster. " - 
a PW ootne a affelk, ee all Wel ‘ a oon dge 
G, SOPHIA, 2, ‘0 ip! r. June 21. ton, Woodbri 

Lis SHEVILL, Newcastle upon Tyne, Ship Broker. June 

MaGGs, JOHN, Kingsland ri Ghorediteh, Boot Manutacturer, May 98, Weth 
AGGS, JOHN, " 9 
field and Son, Gresham bdgs, Guil ™ = re 
gpm, Bucmanp, Wiuchcomb, Gloucester, Carpenter. May 27. Parker, 

MeErIHE, JonN RUDOLPH, Limatb Streatham, Surre erchant. 31. 

Tarn, Philpot lane , _ ‘ ” M » oe 








V.C, 
a, J. 


3.1 
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Mutter, HARRIET, Savage gdns, Trinity sq. May 3i. Kinsey and Co, Blooms- 
Mone reas, Essex rd, Islington, Gent. June 10. Baddeley, Leaden- 
8 


Pepys, PHILIP HENRY, Lowndes st, Belgrave sq, Esq. May 25. Leman and Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields . 
SHIPMAN, LUKE, Northampton, Gent. June 24. Dennis and Faulkner, North- 


ton 
gens, aoeAED WILLIAM, Montague st, Russell sq, Solicitor. June 7. Silk, 
Gravesen: 
TUCK WELL, Henry, Carpenter. May 24. Alfred Matthews, Manners st, 
Lambet 
MIMAN, GEORGE FREDERICK, Reading, Wine Merchant. May 24. Beale aud 
Martin, ing 
Wi1s0N, JAMES, Bishop Burton, York, Gent. June1. Crust and Co, Beverley 
' Gazette, April 23.) 
GopwIn, ExizA, Pontefract, York. July,7. Arundel and Son, Pontefract 
GREEN, JONATHAN ASTON, Birmingham, Gent. May 15. Thorneycroft, Wolver- 
ton. 
Haxrvor, Ewan, Hunton, Kent, Collector of Poor Rates. April 30. Beale 
‘0. ne 
Havanp, ROGER, Grosvenor st, Camberwell. June 1. Jones, Queen’s gdns, 
Bayswater 
MARSHAL, JAMES, Selling, near Faversham, Kent, Butler. May 31. 
Sellindge 
PaicH nD, Rev } . ‘cael ANwY1L, Thelveton Rectory, near Scole. May 29. Miller 
and Co, Norwic 
Rac, Rev RicHARD, Norwich. June7. Palethorpe and Postlethwaite, Leeds 
, FREDERICK, Cullercoats, Northumberland. June 1. Ingledew and 
Daggett, Newcastle upon Tyne 
STACE, Jaye, Pisdtegten, near Stratford upon Avon. June 30, Buchanan and 
Rogers, Basinghall s 
WALPOLE, RicHaRD HENRY EADE, Cheltenham, Esq. June 15. Farrer and Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
Warp, RICHARD GLEDILL, Leeds, Gent. June7. Palethorpe and Postlethwaite, 


Crow, 


WIELAND, Fanny, Southampton. June10. Rose, Salisbury st, Strand 
WILLIAMSON, THOMAS, Worthing, Sussex. May 24. Briggs and Co, Lincoln’s 


inn fields 
[ Gazette, April 27.] 


Barrow, ANN, Loughborough, Leicester. July 1. Woolleys and Co, Lough- 
roug 
— JOHN, Eldon, Durham, Schoolmaster. May 22. Edgar, Bishop Auck- 


CaLLooTT, WILLIAM Ropert Stuart, Philberds, Maidenhead, Berks, Mus Bac. 
June 14. Stagoll Higham, Essex st, Strand 
Coxe AD, Henry, St Lawrence, Isle of Thanet, Gent. June 15. Daniel, Rams- 


ga 

CRAVEN, ELIZABETH, Halifax. June5. Crossley, Halifax 

Croom, JAMES, Higher Broughton, nr Manchester, Engineer. June 1. Sumner, 
Manchester 

ERSKINE, CHARLES, Bristol, Draper. May 17. Beckenham and Barry, Bristol 

GRAHAM, WILLIAM, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. June 7. Macdonald, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne 

a=. —— JANE MILEs, Gladstone avenue, Wood Green. May 30. Christmas, 

‘annon s 

PaKE, BEBECCA, Romford, Essex. June 24. Hunt and Co,8t Swithin’s lane 

PARKER, JOSEPH, Clifton gdns, Maida Vale, Esq. June 14. Saxton and Morgan, 
Somerset st, Portman sq 

Pocock, GEORGE, St Albans, Gent. J uly 1. Annesley, St Albans 

ty Worship st, Shoreditch, Furrier. May 31. Romain, Bishopsgate 
st Withou' 

PRICE, ASTLEY PAsTON, Lincoln’s inn fields, Chemist. May 31. He Johnson 
Lincoln’s inn fields r — : 

REILLY, MawAta, Barnes, Surrey. May 26. Sturt, Ironmonger lane 

oe BRIDGET, Skelton, nr Saltburn, Yorkshire. June 1. Sturton, Hol- 

c! 


SOLOMON, FREDERICK LEwIs, Baker st, Portman sq, Dealer in Works of Art. 
June 5. Hatton and Westcott Strand 
iy Ty JOHN LADAVEZE HAMILTON, Bath, Clerk. July 1. Inman and 
0. 


Starr, GEORGE, Barnes, Surrey. June 1. Brown, Clement’s lane 

THOMPSON, ANN, Cuckney, Nottingham. June4. Alcock, Mansfield 

Witson, Rev Epwakp, Sheffield. May 31. Newbould and Gould, Sheffield 
WRIGHT BERT, Hedon-in-Holderness, York, Yeoman. June 1. Iveson and 


Son, Hull 
[ Gazette, April 30.] 


.—— “un 8, Hawkley, Southampton, Yecman. May 31. Ford and Son, 
ortsmou 
BARTLETT, JOHN, Cranborne, Dorset, Farmer. June. Hodding, reg 
HIN} ERY, Many HENRIETTA, Ordnance rd, St. John’s Wood, June 1.. Sharp, 
albroo! 
Opcens, CHARLES, Queen’s rd, Finsbury park. May 28. Bakerand Co, Lincoln’s 


inn 

CooPER, HENRY, King’s Norton, Worcester. June 19. Fallows, Birmingham 

CoTTRELL, THoMAs, Exmouth st, Stepney, Licensed Victualler. May 12. Forbes, 
London st, Fenchurch st 


Davigs, Davin, Tredegar, Mon, Saddler. June 1. Shepard, Tredegar 
wt Py Beaumont sq, Mile End. May 14. yward, Wormwood st, 
st 


FORSTER, JOHN, SEN., Hunslet Moore, Leeds, Retired Gardener. July 1. Emsley, 
Leeds 


GOsLING, JoHN Hunt, Richmond, Surrey. June 11. Timbrell Elliott, Verulam 
bldgs, Gray’s inn 

Beets. oe AVERY, Boscastle, Cornwall. June 22. Pattison and Co, Queen 

ctoria s 

HOopER, FREDERIC EDWARD EDEN, Stone, nr Dartford, Clerk. June30. Gordon 
and Sons, Lincoln’s inn fields 

House, Henry, Southsea. Farmer. June20. Hyde. Portsmouth 

Jones, GEoRGe Hicks, Bow Church yd, Patent Medicine Vendor. 
Keen and Co, Knightrider st 

KELL, JoHN, Newcastle (oo Tyne, Wine Merchant. June 30. Ingledew and 
_Dageett, Newcastle on Tyne 

KNIGHT, HARRIET, Cheltenham. June 5. Ticehurst and Sons, Cheltenham 

LAWS, ALFRED, Ilford, Essex, Gent May28. Reed and Reed, Basinghall st 

Luxyn, EDwarD, New Broad st, Dentist. May 31. Reed and Reed, Guildhall 
chmbrs, Basinghall st 

McoGreEGor, ROBERT Francis, Lower Thames st, Manager. June 1. Farnfield, 
Lower Thames st 

MITCHELL, HENRY, Huddersfield, Painter. June 1. Bottomley, Huddersfield 

NOBLE, EIZABETH, Marsh, nr Huddersfield. May 20. Smith and Co, Martin’s 
lane, Cannon st 

Nort, CIs PERRY, Kew, Surrey, Major General. June 24, Freemans and 
Dicker, Gutter lane 

Pusey, JANE, Abercegir, Darowen, Montgomery, Grocer. May 28. Rowlands, 


Prnny, Emma, Southsea, Hampshire. June1. Neal, Old Jewry 


June 4, 





| BH 


PrIKe, W1LL1AM JosEPH, Laymore Parkstone, Dorset, Clay Merchant. June 14. 
Lacy and Son, Bournemouth 
ap ae , St. Leonards on Sea, Gas Engineer. June 16. Bannister, 





SHARP, Stockton, Durham. May 29. Dodds and Co, Stockton on Tees 
‘(CHARD, Upper Montague st, Montague sq, Surgeon. June 16, 

Collyer-Bristow and Co, Bedford row 

TositTt, Mary, Abersham rd, Dalston. May 15. Tarn, Philpot lane 

Wane peo. Cuanes = JOSEPH, Bristol, Esq. May 20. Dawes and Song, Angel 
ct, gmorton : 
ILLIAMS, Rev. Isaac, Pensarn, Abergele, Denbigh. June 1. Duncan and 
Pritchard, Chester 


[ Gazette, May 4. 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. “ 
May 10, 12, and 1 Meoms. Baker & Sons, Freehold and jLeasehold Properties 


(see adv ents, week, p. 4). 
May 13.— Messrs. GLASIER & Son, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Building Land 
(see advertisement, this week, p. 4). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Dywoar — tie 1, o6 Dalemane Hall, Cheshire, the wife of George William Duncan, 
arrister-a ww, OF a son. 
PETeRs.—April 28, at No. 2, Mount-vale, York, the wife of Joseph Peters, 


solicitor, of a son. 
N.—April 25, at St. Margaret’s, S.W., the wife of Walter Stocken, solicitor, 


f le MARRIA 
Rechts C April 28, at B -y Trust: barrister- 
USTRAM—COLLISON.— , at Box ames ram, 
at-law, to Harriet, daughter of the late Rev. Henry Collison, of E. Bilney 
Rectory, Norfolk. DEATH 
WorstEy.—April 30, at Harley-place, Clifton, John Worsley, barrister-at-law 
yeungest oon of the late P. DSoan Worsley, of Arno’s Vale, Bristol. : 








Fre, Two GUINEAS, for a sanitary inspection and report on a London dw: 
house. Country surveys by arrangement. TheSauitary Engineering and Venti- 
lation Company, 115, Victoria-street, Westminster. Prospectus free.—[ 

FuRNISH ON NoRMAN, & STACEY’s HIRE PURCHASE SYSTEM, 1, 2, or 3 y 
the best system; 60 wholesale firms. Offices, 79, Queen Victoria-street EO 
Branches at 121, Pall Mall, 8.W., and 9, Liverpool-street, E.C.—[ADvr. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANKRUPTOY ACT, 1883. 

Frimay, April 30, 1886. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Brooks, William Hew. Preston, Lancashire, Mason. Preston. Pet Apr 28. 
Ord Apr 20. Exam May 21 


Campbell, George Howard, Oldham, Boot Dealer. Oldham. Pet Apr 28. Ord 
Apr 28. Exam May 18 at 12.30 

Davies, Richard William, L Snag, Gensastensien, Grocer. Newport, Mon. 
Pet Apr 27. Ord Apr 28. Exam May 12 at 11.15 


Mansfield, Princess st, Cavendish sq, Architect. Court. 
Pet Apr 28. "Ord - y Exam June 4 at 11.90 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
Ford, {iaury, Ghowwe ury, Writing Clerk. Shrewsbury. Pet Apr 28. Ord Apr 


28. Exam June 1p 

Hollamby, Henry Charlee, ghost, Hampshire, Butcher. Portsmouth. Pet 
28. r 28. xam May 

J C4 Evan, Vardrow, Old Radnor, Farmer. Leominster. Pet Apr 13, Ord 


. Exam May 13 
Pe ty aan i hapel rd, Ealing, Widow. Brentford. Pet Mar 22. Ord 
2 M 25 at 2 20 


Ferguson, Joh: 


Apr 20. 

Linnell, Gates Montpelier vale, Blackheath, Cheesemonger. 
Greenwich, Pet Apr2i. Ord Apr 2t. Exam May 21 at1 

Miller, William Wentee, Westminster h Court. Pet Apr 


. inter. 
J 10 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
grt yt Baxter, Gorleston, Suffolk, Blacksmiths. 


Arthur Albert ¥ 
- Pet Apr 28. Ord Apr 28. Exam June 7 at 11 at Townhall, 
t ¥ 
Milward, Joseph, Aston juxta Birmingham, Corn Merchant. Birmingham. 
Pet Apr 28. Apr 28. Exam 28 
‘aine, rles —, a mM, rd’ me pk, Builder. Kingston, Surrey. 
Pet Apr 21. r 22. Exem June 11 a 
PrJamuel, Manchester, Painter. Salford. Pet Apr 13. Ord Apr 23. 
Exam May 12 at 11 
ao. Atenas, worth Shields, Master Mariner. Newzastle on Tyne. Pet 
28. r Exam 
Storey, Henry Parton, ur Whitehaven, Innkeeper. Whitehaven. Pet Apr 28. 
Ord 


98, "Exam May 12 at 12 

PF - William, Coventry, Licensed Victualler. Coventry. Pet Apr2s. 
Ord Apr 28. a 

Winn, the Right Hon Charles Mark Allanson, Pall Mall East. 
Pet Mar1i. Ord Apr28. Exam June 4 at 12 at 34, Liacoln’s inn fiel 

Yearsley, Thomas, Congicton, Cheshire, A armen Victualler. Macclesfield. 

Apr 28. r 28. a a 

sia The following omentel notice is substituted for that published in the 


London Gazette of Apr 27. 
Wellstead, Harry, Wimborne, Cabinet Maker. Poole. Pet Apr 22. Ord Apr 22. 
‘Exems May 12 at 12.15 at Townhall, Poole 


First MEETINGS. 
Beckerleg, Arthur James, jun, Redruth, Cornwall, Baker. May 8 at 2. Official 
ver, wen 


Recei Bosca’ 
Braham, Frederick, Liverpool, Tailor. May 13 at 3. Official Receiver, 35, Victoria 
~ —q «4 Hucknall Torkard woe yaaa Baker. May 7ati2. Off- 
cial Receiver, 1, High pavement, Not 


28. Ord Apr 28. 
Mills, Edward, and 
Great Yarmouth. 
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Campbell, Senne Howard, Ashton under Lyne, Boot Dealer. May 12 at 3. Offi- 
Campbell, Gor Priory chbrs, Union st, Oldham 
Cope. Wiliam J John, Nantyglo, Mon, Surgeon. May7at12. Official Receiver, 
1t 
Collier, Wiliam Walter, Charterhouse st, Coffee house Keeper. May 13 at 12. 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Compton, John, Ashton under ig, Grocer. May 7 at 2. Official Receiver, 
Townhall chbrs, Ashton under Lyn 
Squire , Bramley, Yorks. W. oollen Waste Dealer. May 10 at 3, St 
Andrew’s chbrs, 22, Park row, Leeds 
William, Hollydale rd, Nunhead, Surrey, Baker. May 18 at2. 33, Carey 
= coln’s inn fields 
= Richard oe D Ly ancy: non pag Grocer. May 12 at 12, Offi- 
a Saree, 2 12, Tred ~_ = ower, 
Dunkerley, John, Oldham, Clogger. May it Po) 8. Official Receiver, Priory chbrs, 
Union st, Oldham 
Evans, Nathaniel John, and Donald Roderick Macleod, Kennington rd, School 
rs. May 14 at 12. an Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
, Margaret Joan, and Rose Annie Hazelb: , Ton dy, nr Pontypridd, 
May 11 at 10. Official Receiver, erthyr dfil 
Huntly, James Ballantine, : ccs rd, Forest Gate, Grocer. May 14 ati11. 33, 
coln 
Jardine, Robert John, Luton, Bedfordshire, Straw Hat Manufacturer. May 8 at 
12. Official Receiver, 20, 29, Park st West, Luton, Beds 
Jqnes. David, Ystrad dyfods wg, Glamorganshire, Grocer. May 11 at 11. Official 
Receiver, io Sees 
oa. oe ur Perciva Lincoln’s i inn fields, Solicitor. May 13 at 2. Bankruptcy 
For st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
wt uJ 4 <aeuade, Essex, Cheesemonger, May 14at2. 33, Carey st, 
6 inn fields 


Miller, George Haines, Telegraph st, Stockbroker. May 13at11. 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln's inn fields 
—_— Charlies, Rochdale, Smallware Dealer. May 10 at 3.30. Townhall, Roch- 


niniis, Walter. =e st, } Kingtend, Printer. May 11 ati2. Bankruptcy bldgs, 


nee a incoln’s 
Pullen, ‘ames, Falmouth, Nurseryman. May 8 at 12. Official Receiver, Boscawen 


Ranford, 8. H. big atte matey Horse Dealer. Mayi1i at 3. Official Receiver, 
109, Victoria st, Westminst 
Roberts, pha J a Abery: stwith, Cardiganshire, Clerk. May 7 at 12.30. Lion 


Alexander, 8 North Shields, Master Mariner. May 12 at 11. Official Re- 
ceiver, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
Royal, William, Blundell st, Caledonian rd, Builder. May 10 at 12. Bankruptcy 
— Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
— George, Ramsgate . Blockmaker, May 7 at 10. 32, St George’s st, 


Stocker, G. L., Oxford gdns, Notting hill. May 20 at 11. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 


Thomas, Henry William, Coventry, Licensed Victualler. May 13at12. Official 
Receiver, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
omas, Richard W ‘Devonport, Greengrocer. May 7 at 11. Official Re- 
—=! * Frankfort st, Plymouth 

thony Mann, Girdler’s rd, West Kensington, Clerk in Holy Orders. 

ay 12 at 2. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

W: and Henry Walker Hill, Nottingham, Engineers. May 7 at 3. 
NOt Teelver 1, High pymnt, Nottingham 3 
Weietent Harry, Wimbo borne, Dorset, Cabinet Maker. May7at3. Official Re- 

iver, Salis 


“Coa Sterchan je and Charles William Pater, East Stonehouse, Devon. 
May 13 at 11. Official Receiver, 18, Frankfort st, Ply- 


wah Benjamin, and John Wilson, Dewsbury, Yorks, Farmers. May 7 at 2. 
Official Receiver, chbrs, Batley . 


Y . Thomas, Congleton, Cheshire, Licensed Victualler. May 12 at 11. 
Receiver, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Armstrong, Charles, William Lambert pseetonne: and Tom Creighton, Carlisle 
Builders. Carlisle. Pet Apri3. Ord Apr23 : 
Bradford, George, Broadstairs, Licensed Victualler. Canterbury. Pet Mar 27. 


nay fo ; 
eee. Seatas Valley, Dorsetshire, Tranter. Poole. Pet Apr6é. Ord 


Copp, Geonge Howard, Oldham, Boot Dealer. Oldham. Pet Apr 28, Ord 
pr 
"it Edwin, Runcorn, Clothier. Warrington. Pet Apr 13. Ord 
Joan, and Rose Annie antiey, Tonypandy, Glam., Boot 
Dealers. rant ridd. Pet Apr 19. Ord Apr 2% 


ardy Gate, near Preston, Groc - r. Preston. Pet Apri0. Ord 

he 
enh Henry Charlies, Lipbrook, Hants, Butcher. Portsmouth. Pet Apr 28. 
Holmes, J Sohn, Lorton on Swale, Yorkshire, Joiner. Northallerton, Pet Apr 21. 


P bevid, Ystradyfodwg, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet Apr 
2. 4 

Lyons, S, ean, Lancashire, Hardware Merchant. Bradford. Pet Mar 

. & Ord Apr 

McKie, James, aie yton, Tailor. wren go Pet Apr9. Ord Apr 28 

= ge ” William liam Hunter, extminster Bridge rd, Printer. High Court. Pet Apr 


Niteent, Bie Charles, Wolseley, near Stafford, Baronet. Stafford. Pet Mar 30. 
ondy, John Cleckheaton, Yorkshire, Veterinary Surgeon. Bradford. Pet Apr 


9. 2 
Rose, John William, Stafford, Innkeeper. Stafford. Pet Apri9. Ord Apr 2% 
as Ne §., Elms rd, Clapham, Gentleman. Wandsworth, Pet Mar 8, Ord 
pr 


RECEIVING a ee 
TUESDAY, May 4, 


Allanson, Williamson , Thirsk, Yorks, ‘sax te Peas Northallerton. Pet Apr 30, 
Ord Apr wD. Lt May 10 at 11.3% at Court house, Morthalierton 
r Robert, Gt Castle st, Regent st, Upholsterer. High Court. 
Pet Apr 2. Ord a 2%. Exam June 2 at 11. at 34, sincoln’s inn fields 
Baker, Thomas, erie. Yorks, out of business. Kingston upon Hull. Pet 
rape 8. Ord apr %. Exam May % at 2 at Court house, Townhall, Hull 
— 7, Gunmaker. Preston, Pet Apr%#, Ord Apr #, Exam 


William EAmund, To nr Conway, Artist. Birkenhead, Pet A 
tag S$ 3 Exam Ma Mays” waded ‘ ” 


a 1! —} Hazel Gsere, Cheshire, Joiner, Stockport, Pet Apr 2. Or 
Apr®. Exam May % at 12 al . 


Berry, James, Reweuetie under Lyme, Publican. Hanley, Burslem and Tunstall, 
Pet Apr 30. Ord A pr r30. Exam May 28 at 11 at Town all, Hanley 

Bonning, Frederick, Ilminster, Somerset, Grocer. Taunton. Pet Apr 2s. Ord 

May 1. Exam May 19 at 2.30 

Dmee. | Sa, Cardiff, Grocer. Cardiff. PetApr28. OrdApr28. Exam June 


Bradic , Catherine, Brand st, Blandford sq, Baker. High Court. Pet Apr 30, 
Ord fay 1. Exam June 9 at 11.30 at 84, Lincoln’s inn fields 
yo Robert, Viarenaaee, Sdeenned Victualler. Worcester. Pet Apr29. Ord 
r29. Exam May 12a) 
Cianke, Joseph Weston, Nottin —", Lace Manufacturer. Nottingham. Pet 
ane r28. Ord Apr29. Exam 
Cockshott, Robert Fletcher, Addingham, Yorks, Farmer. Bradford, Pet Apr 
28. Ord Apr 28. Exam May 
Cox, John, Nottingham, out of ae Nottingham. Pet May1. Ord May1, 
Exam May 18 
Dalby, James, and Adolphus James Dalby, Einouen a on Hull, Joiners. 
Kingston upon Hull. Pet Apr30. Ord Apr 30. ay 24 at 2 at Court 
house, Townhall, H 
Davi ios, Edward Oliver, Ynyshir, Glamorganshire, Ironmonger. Pontypridd. 
Pet Apr 28. Ord Apr 29. Exam May 18 at 2 
Denham, James, New Malton, Yorks, Baker. Scarborough. Pet Mayi. Ord 
Mayi1. Exam June 11 at 3 
— one. Bath, Licensed Victualler. Bath. PetAprié. Ord Apr 29. Exam 
‘ay 20 at 11. 
tee J toe Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester. Manchester. Pet Mar 
Ord A i, i Exam May 20 at 11 
Forth, John Frederick, N: ottingham, Lace Maker. Nottingham. Pet Apr 28, 
Ord "Apr 28. Exam May 18 
George, John, Waverbridge, nr Wigton, Gent. Carlisle. Pet Apr 20. Ord Apr 
Exam May 13 at 1t at Court house, Carlisle 
Gilbert, Frederick William, Sheffield, Provision Dealer. Sheffield. Pet Apr 28. 
Ord Apr 29. Exam May 20 at 11.30 
Guy, a Bridlington Quay, Yorks, Builder. Scarborough. Pet May 1. 
Ord M ,t Exam June 11 at 3 
a avid Lloyd, Denbi; 4 Watchmaker. Baagee. Pet Apr 29. Ord Apr 
Exam June 10 at 11 at Court house, Bango 
Hardy Geosge, =. ; a dchocknaster. Sheffield. Pet Apr30. Ord 
Exam Ma 
Hardy, Stephen, E Bilston, 8 Staffordshire, * cena Merchant. Wolverhampton, 
Pet Apr 28. Exam May 
Hayzer, John Peter wHligh st, Wapping, Licensed Victualler. High Court. Pet 
Apr 0. Ord A June 4at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
— Rompesk Wine Merchant. Liverpool. Pet Mar 31. Ord Apr 
omy 17 at 11 at Court House, Government bldgs, Victoria st, Liver- 


~.. Rowland Ross. Glasshouse st, Regent st, Restaurant Kee eeper. High 
Court. Pet Apri1é6. Ord Apr 30. Exam June 4 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hill, James, Albourne. Sussex, Farmer. Brighton. Order ‘made under s. 103, 
Ord Apr 29. Exam May 27 at 11 

Holden, James, Ipswich, Confectioner. Ipswich. Pet Mar 19. Ord Apr 28. 
Exam May 13 at 11.30 

Howe, Mad gy my Oughtybridge, rom, Stomnact Victualler. Sheffield. Pet Apr 
24. Ord Apr28. Exam May 20 at 

Kempe, Frederick John Stanley, Cardiff, Tailor. Cardiff. Pet Apr 22. Ord 
Apr 30. Exam June 8 at 2 

King. Horace, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Watchmaker. King’s L . Pet Apr 28. 

Ord Apr 28. Exam May 19 at 3 at Court House, London rd, King’s Lynn 

a ~y a, Ny my Staffordshire, Beerhouse Keeper. Stoke upon Trent. 
Pet ya it” 28. Exam May 18 at 11.15 

Lene, Charles She West Hartlepool, Timber Merchant. Sunderland. Pet 

rd 29. Ord Apr29. Exam May 13 

Littlewood, Burton Leonard, Great Yarmouth, Tailor. Great Yarmouth. Pet 
Apr 30. Ord Apr 30. Exam June 7 at 11 at Townhall, Great Yarmouth 

Oakley, William, Birmingham, Woollen Draper. Birmingham. Pet Apr 30. 
Ord Apr 30. Exam June 2 at 2 

Oborne.” Tom, Shaftesbury, Builder. Salisbury. Pet Apr 29. Ord Apr 29. 
Exam June 11 at 2 

Ft B: a) puoetne plate Manufacturer. Leeds. Pet May 1. 

ay 1 
eat 3 Thomas, | Stran Ag , High Court. Pet Apr 28. Ord Apr 28, 
June 3 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
sr Arthur Howard, Briston, Norfolk, Farmer. Norwich. Pet Apri7. Ord 
Exam May 12 at 12 at Shirehall, Norwich Castle 

Prothero, William, Cadoxton-juxta-Barry, Gremsagenstive, Boot Dealer. 
Cardiff. Pet Apr 28. Ord Apr 28, Exam June 8 at 

Robinson, Geor; Eitching. radford, Music Hall Bocgsteter. Bradford. Pet 
Apr 29. Ord Exam May 18 

Souster, George coe Great Malvern, Worcestershire, Bookseller. Worcester. 
Pet Apr 29. ee a r29. Exam May 12 at2 

Sowerby, William, Kingston upon Hull, Commercial Traveller. Kingston_upon 
pot i Apr 20. Ord April 20. Exam May 24 at 2 at Court House, Town- 
18 

Stanstield, Goress, Bradford, Worsted Manufacturer. Bradford. Pet Apr 21. 
Ord May 1. Exam May 18 

Stewardson, ‘William, Harthill, Yorks, Aerated Water Manufacturer. Sheffield. 
Pet Apr28. Ord Apr28, Exam May 20 at 11.30 

Teece, Samuel Sheldon, by map taffordshire, Builder. Walsall. Pet Apr 
30. Ord Apr 30. Exam May 20 at i1 

Temple, Thomas, St. John street rd, Tobacconist. His © Court. Pet Apr 29. 
Ord Apr 29. Exam June 8 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 

Thornton, — Charles, Rugby, Clerk. Coventry. Pet Apr 30. Ord Apr 30. 


Exam 

Webb, J ohn, Portobello, nr Willenhall, Grocer. Wolverhampton. Pet Apr 29. 
Ord Apr 30. May 18 

Williams, Henry, Colwyn Bay, Denbighshire, Hotel Kee os nant. Pet Apr 
29, Ord Apr 29. Exam June 10 at 11 at Court House, 

Wilson, Sam Holdroyd, Batley, Yorks, Rag Merchant, Dewsbury. Pet Apr ®. 
Ord Apr 80. Exam June 22 

Woodman, James, Bristol, Beer Retailer. Bristol. Pet Apr 30. Ord Apr 3X 
Exam May 21 at (2 at t Guildhall, Bristol 

Wray, Thomas, Darlington, Engine Fitter. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough. Pet Apr 20. Ord Apr 29. Exam May 12 





The following Ame anded Notice is substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Apr 30. 


Ford, Henry, Shrewsbury, Writing Clerk. Gheowdbury. Pet Apr 28. Ord Apr 
28, Exam June 15 


The following amended notice is substituted or that published in the 
London Gazette of Apr 20. 


Hirst, Sydney Herbert, Beeston nr Leeds, Woollen Secuinciuces. Leeds. Pet 
Apr 15. Ord Apr 15.’ Exam May 18 at 11 


First MEETINGS. 





Avery, Richard, | remy Ducks Coal Merchant. May 14 at 11,30, Official 
L celver, 1, Bt Aldates, Oxford.” r 
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, Arram, nr Beverley, Yorks, out of business. May 14at11. Hull 
yo a Law Society, Lincoln’s inn bldgs, Bowlalley lane, Hu 

ames, Lancaster, Gunmaker, May 12 at 3. Official Receiver, 14, Chapel 


3, James, Sumner pl, Sumner rd, Peckham, Publican. May 14 at 2. Bank- 
ruptcy aes. Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields . : 
Brooks, Wi - Henry, Preston, Lancs, Mason. May 12at2. Official Receiver, 
pene tovert, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. May 12 at 11. Official Re- 
te 


Worcester 
Burnside, Robert John, Haywards Heath, Sussex, Schoolmaster. May 19 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Clark, ‘Edgar Thomas, Greenwood rd, Dalston, Furniture Dealer. May 14 at 12. 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fiel 2 
Clarke, we eston, Nottingham, Lacemaker. May 13 at 12. Official Re- 


ceiver, Hi; avement, Nottingham 
Cockshott, rt Fletcher, Addingham, Yorks, Farmer. May12 ati. Official 
Receiver, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


Cockson, William Charles, Worship st, Finsbury sq, Grocer. May 17 at 11. 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Dalby, Adolphus James (sep estate), Kingston upon Hull, Joiner. May 13 at 12.30. 
Hull Incorporated Law Society, Lincoln’s inn bldgs, Bowlalley lane, Hull 

Dalby, James (sep estate), Kingston upon Hull. Joiner. May 13 at 12. Hull In- 
corporated Law Society, Lincoln’s inn bldgs, Bowlalley lane, Hu 

Dalby, James, and Adolphus James Dalby, Kingston upon Hull, Joiners. May 
13at 11. Hull Incorporated Law Society, Lincoln’s inn bldgs, Bowlalley lane, 


u 

Davies, Edward Oliver, Ynyshir, Glamorganshire, Ironmonger. May 12 at 12. 
Offi Receiver, Merthyr Tydtil : = 

Daykin, Charles Edward, Sheffield, Cabinet Case Maker. May 12 at 12.30. Official 

iver, Figtree lane, Sheffield 7 

Dicks, John, Bath, Licensed Victualler. May 26 at 12.30. Official Receiver, 
Bavk chbrs, Bristol 

Earp, soos Guest, Birmingham, Oil Merchant. May 13 at 11. Luke Jesson 
Sharp, Official Receiver, Birmingbam = 

Entwistle, Joseph, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester. May 21 at 11.50. Official 
Receiver, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Eeden, James Henry, and Henry James Cousens, Middle Mall, Hammersmith, 
Slate Merchants. May 19 atiz. Bankruptcy bdgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 


fields 

Faed, John Francis, Carlton hill‘ St John’s Wood, Artist. May 20at1!. Bank- 
ruptcy bdgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields t 

Fairhead, Thomas James, Walthamstow, Essex, Builder, May 17 at 12. 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields ; 

Forth, John Frederick, Nottingham, Lace Maker. May 12 at12. Official Re- 
ceiver, 1, High pavement, Nottingham 

Foulstone, Thomas, Brampton lane, New Wombwell, nr Barnsley, Grocer. May 
12at10. Official Receiver, 3, Eastgate, Barnsley 

George, John, Waverbridge, nr Wigton, Gent. May 13 at12. Official Receiver, 
34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

Gore, William Henry, Hereford, Journeyman Ropemaker. May 14 at 10. 
Official Receiver, 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Greenwood, David, Handsworth, Staffordshire, Builder. May 12 at11. Luke 
Jesson Saeed g Official Receiver, Birmingham 

Griffith, David Lloyd, Denbigh, Watchmaker. May 14 at 2. Official Receiver, 
Crypt chbrs, Chester ° 

Grindley, Samuel, Craven Arms, Shropshire, Painter. May 13 at10. Oak Hotel, 
Leominster 


Toppin, Sidney, Gateley rd, Brixton, Solicitor. May 14at 2. Bankruptcy bidgs, 
‘ortugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Webb, John, Portobello, nr Willenhall, Staffordshire, Grocer. May 14 at 4. Offi~ 
cial Receiver, St Peter’s close, Wolverhampton 
Wells, Edgar, Thorndon, Suffolk, Farmer, May 13 at 3. Official Receiver, 2, 
Wily rederick William (sep estate), Birmingham, Engineer. May 11 at 
ilby, eric: iam (sep estate ngineer. 1 11. 
Official Receiver, Birmingham ; ‘ f 
Wilby, William, Frederick William Wilby, and William Herbert Smith Stacy, 
Birmingham, Engineers. May 11 at11. Official Receiver, Birmingham 
Wilby, William, (sep estate), Birmingham, Engineer. May 11 at 11. Official 
ceiver, Birmingham 
Williams, Henry, Coiwyn Bay, Denbighshire, Hotel Keeper. May 12 at2. Coed 
Pella Hotel, Colwyn Bay 
Woodman, James, Bristol, Beer Retailer. May 14 at 12.30. Official Receiver, 
Bank chbrs, Bristol 


ADJ DICATIONS. 
Adamson, William Francis, York, Lithographer. York. Pet Apr 17. Ord 


Apr 30 
Allanson, Williamson, Thirsk, Yorkshire, Bootmaker. Northallerton. Pet Apr 
50. rd Apr 36 
Alling, Harry James Morrison Mackay, Ludgate Circus, Forwarding Agent. 
High Court. Pet Feb 22. Ord Apr 29 
Amare, Pete, 3 Bishopsgate st Within, Timber Merchant. High Court. Pet Apr 
21. Ord Apr 
Baker, Thomas, Bubwith, near Selby, Yorks, out of business. Kingston upon 
Hull. Pet Apr 30. Ord Apr 30 
Berry, James, Newcastle under Lyme, Publican. Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall. 
Pet Apr 30. Ord Apr 30 
a William, Sutton on the Forest, Bricklayer. York. PetApr 15. Ord 
pr 30 
Brace, Thomas, Cardiff, Grocer. Cardiff. Pet Apr 28. Ord Apr 30 
Bradley, Catherine, Brand st, Blandford sq, Baker, Widow. h Court. Pet 
Apr 30. Ord May 1 
Brooks, William Henry, Preston, Lancashire, Mason. Preston. Pet Apr 28. 
rd Apr 29 
Bryan, Robert, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Worcester. Pet Apr 2. Ord 
a 


ay 
Clark, Bartholomew John, and Henry Vincent Prisnis Clark, Bear lane, South- 
wark, Engineers. High Court. Pet Mar25. Ord Apr 29 
Clark, Faw yd Thomas, Old st, City rd, Furniture Dealer. High Court. Pet Apr 
14. pr 30 
Chasbe, Jone woven, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Nottingham. Pet 
Apr 28. Ord Apr 29 
Cam, Robert Fletcher, Addingham, Yorks, Farmer. Bradford. Pet Apr 2s 
rd Apr 28 
Dose - Henry Richard Cobden, Liverpool, Solicitor. Liverpool. Pet Mar 11. 
Orc ay l 
Dastes, John, Llandyssul, Cardiganshire, Tailor. Carmarthen. Pet Mar 25. 
rd Apr 30 
——, ; homas, Littlemore, Oxfordshire, Schoolmaster. Oxford. Pet Mar 13. 
Ord May 1 
Ferguson, John Mansfield, Princes st, Cavendish sq, Architect. High Court 
Pet Apr 28. Ord Apr 30 3 
Forder, Frederick, Great Yarmouth, Cabinet Maker. Great Yarmouth. Pet 
Apr7. Ord Apr 29 





Hann, Frederick, Old Windsor, Builder. May 12 at 3. Official Receiver, 199, 
Victoria st, Westminster 

Hardy, Stephen, Bilston, Staffordshire, Timber Merchant. May 12at4. Official 
Receiver, St Peter’s close, Wolverhampton 

Heilbron, Joseph, Lancaster rd, Notting hill, Traveller. May 19 at 11. Bank- 
ruptcy bdgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hilder, John, Sidney pi, Wardour st, Leicester sq, no occupation. May 17 at 2. 
83, Carey st, Linc JIn’s inn fields 

Hill, James, Albourne, Sussex, Farmer. May 12 at 2.30, Official Receiver, 39, 
Bond st, Brighton 

Holden, James, Ipswich, Confectioner. May 13 at 3.30. Official Receiver, 2, 
Westgate st, Ipswich 

Hollamby, Henry Charles, Liphook, Hants, Butcher. May 12 at 1. Official 
Receiver, 166, Queen st, Portiea 

Jones, John Oliver, Liverpool, Tea Dealer. May 14 at 2. Official Receiver, 35, 
Victoria st, Liverpool 


Jones, Thomas Henry, Colwyn Bay, Denbighshire, Draper. May 12 at 12. Coed 


Pella Hotel, Colwyn Bay 

Kesterton, James, Aldershot, Grocer. May 11 at 12. Cannon st Hotel, London 

Kinsey, James, Longton, Staffordshire, Beerhouse Keeper. May 18 at 10.:5 
Official Receiver, Newcastle under Lyme 

Lee, James, Nottingham, Coal Merchant. May 11 at 12. Official Receiver, ', 
High pavement, Nottingham 


Le Tellier, Joseph, Astov, Warwickshire, Warehouseman. May 19 at 11. Offic: | | 


Receiver, Birmingham 

Matthews, Henry, Hereford, Ostler. May 14 at 10.30. Official Receiver, 2, OQ. . 
st, Hereford 

Mills, Edward, and Arthur Albert Baxter, Gorleston, Suffolk, Blacksmiths. Muy 
12 at 3.30, Official Receiver, 8, King st, Norwich 

Mitchley, Samuel, Hunstanton, Norfolk, Tailor. May 12 at 5. Official Receiyc >, 
8, King st, Norwich 


Oborne, Tom, Shaftesbury, Dorsetshire, Builder. May 13 at 3. Official Receiv. v, | 


Salisbury 

Paxton, Henry, Bermondsey, Tanner. May 14 at 12. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portu..! 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Pickens, Samuel, Hulme, Manchester, Painter. May 12 at 1130. Court house, 
Encombe pl, Salford 

Randall, 'T, Cambridge pl, Praed st, Paddington, Builder, May 17 at 11, Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Ratcliffe, Enoch, Woodcbester, Gloucestershire, Farmer. May 13 at 12. Official 


Receiver, Albion chbrs, King st, Gloucester 


Robinson, George Kitching, Bradford, cut of business. May 12 at 12. Official 


Receiver, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Rouke, John, Leeds, Boot Dealer, May 12at 11, St Andrew's chbrs, 22, Park 
row, Leeds 


Robinson, Jasper, Bradford, Machine Wool Comb Maker. May 12 at 10,50, Ofni- 


cial Receiver, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


Sheaf, Samuel, Southampton st, Camberwell, Timber Merehant. May 1t at 11, 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Souster, George James, Git Malvern, Bookseller. May 12 at 12, Official Receiver, 


V orcester 


Sowerby, William, Kingston upon Hull, Commercial Traveller. May 14 at 12. 


Hult Incorporated Law Society, Lincoln's inn bldgs, Bowlalley lane, Hull 


Stacy, William Llerbert Smith (sep estate), Handsworth, Staffordshire, En- 


kincer, May itatit, Oficial Reeciver, Birmingham 


Storey, Henry, Parton, uv Whitchaven, Innkeeper, May 12 at it. 67, Duke st, 


Whitehaven 


Teece, Samuel Sheldon, Wednesbury, Staifordshire, Builder, May i at 3, Odi- 


cial Receiver, Bridge st, Walsall 


Gypme. \obert, Scarborough, Builder. Scarborough. Pet Apr 13. Ord 
| Maytl 
| Golden, James, and George Chapman, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Engineers. King’s 
|} Lynn. Pet Apr 16. Ord Apr 28 
Geietor, Samuel, Craven Arms, Salop, Painter. Leeminster. Pet Apri9. Ord 
Apr:0 
Hardy, George, Hatfield, Yorks, Schoolmaster. Sheffield. Pet Apr 99. Ord 
pr so 
Hardy, Stephen, Bilston, Staffordshire, Timber Merchant. Wolverhampton. 
| Pet Apr2s. Ord Apr 30 
Harrison, Joseph, Beckford Vicarage, Gloucestershir», Clerk in Holy Orders. 
Cheltenham. Pet Feb 27. Ord May 1 
send, Charles, Egham, Boot Maker. Kingston, Su-rey. Pet Apr 9. Ord 
ay 1 
| a. Albourne, Sussex, Farmer. Brighton. Crder made under s. 108. 
Ord Apr 30 
| Howe, wale, Ougktybridge, Yorks, Licensed Victualler. Sheffield. Pet Apr 
| 24. OritApr2s 
| James, Charles Thomas Clement, Datchet, Suckinghamshire, Gentleman. 
| Windsor. Pet Mar1i7. Ord Apr 2s ‘ 
| Kempe, Frederick John Stanley, Cardiff, Tailor. Cardiff. Pet Apr 22. Ord 


} Kinsey, James, Longton, Staffordshire, Beerhouse Keeper. Stoke upon Trent 
and Longton. Pet Apr2s. Ord Apr 2s 
Leney, George Coombs, Hastings, Fancy Dealer. Hastings. Pet Apr 13. Ord 
I frees t Kate, Isle of Ely, Cambridgeshire, Widow. Peterborough. Pet Mar 2. 
Lon Wittiam Fairer, Witney, Oxfordshire, Auctioneer. Oxford. Pet Apr 7. 
MeMicking, Gilbert, Ashford, Kent, Draper. Canterbury. Pet Apr 18. Oni 
| Moitatt, James Gordon, Neweastle on Tyne, Grocer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
Norris, Walter, High st, Kingsland, Printer. High Court. Pet Apri. Ond 
m4 Tose} h, St Helen’s, Lancashire, Grocer. Liverpool. Pet Aprs. Ond 
rite) ie Alfred, Willesden Green, no occupation. High Court. Pet Mar 31, 
Pty James, Abersychan, Mon,, Labourer. Newport, Moa. Pet 
mk ol Wilnns, Cadoxton juxta Barry, Glamorgan, Boot Dealer. Candiff. 
| PetApr2s. Oni Apr 2s 
| Raintord, Robert, Lytham, Lancashire, Painter. Preston. Pet Apr 2. Ord 
Rowers, Alexander, North Shields, Mariner, Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Apr a 
} Bay ned Leods, Boot Dealer. Leeds, Pet Apr22. Oni May 1 
Rowe, John, Malvern rd, Kilburn, Lamp Maker. High Court. Pet Apr 2. 
stan, Lonny, Parton, nr Whitehaven, Iunkeeper. Whitehaven, Pet Apr 3. 
Taylor," ‘homas, Sunderland, House Builder. Sunderland. Pet Apri. Ond 
| notte, Thomas, St John st rd, Tobacconist. High Court. Pet Apri. Oni 
| — sby , Christopher, Sheffield, no oocupation. Sheffield. Pet Fed Ord 
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‘Telar Jemes, Mablethorpe, Lincolnshire, Warmer. Gt Grimsby. Pet Apr 9. CONTENTS. 

5 . Wellstead, Harry, Wimborne, Dorset, Cabinet Maker. Poole. Pet Apr22. Ord a 

F Wilsdn, Sam Holdroya, Batley, Yorks, Rag Merchant. Dewsbury. Pet Apr 30. QORERET TOPE jo-20e scones orien, | qBmanbe Be. Brodibt ribb and ‘Wall asp 
i ood, Teanc, Worship st, Middlesex, Zinc Worker. | “es ~~ og 


High Court. Pet Apr 3. | » 728 Bits OF SALE ACTS ..---...-+ #48 


Sittingbourne and Sheerness 
Railway Oo. v. Lawson........ 451 








Wooknen, dames, Bristol, Beer Retailer. Bristol. Pet Apr 30. Ord Ma CORRESPONDENCE containers, 
f Wray, Thomas, gton, no Fitter. Stockton on Tees and Middles- ee LF ay Bad raph LAW STUDENTS’ JOUBNAL .......... = 
borough. Pet Apr 2. Ord Apr 29 Jenner-Fust v. Needham _ -----« 449 LOGAL ASSORTMENTS sesoce 200s 0c 4B 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. ms en ee op EE conse oe ae 
Beinn, Samuel Crapon, Radford, nr Coventry, Manager. Coven Adjud Jan Hic Court OF JUSTICE :— | CREDITORS’ CLAIMS --.--ssessccssee 460 
Annul Apr 19 > ~ ai (ates y. Caliins - Rapsccewssswnes =| LONDON GAZETTES, &0., £0. .. «cs0s 461 











Double Numbers and tea A Subscribers 
bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d 
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authenticated by the name of the writer. 





The Subscription to the Soxrcrrors’ JournaL is—Town, 268. ; Countrr, 
288. ; with the Wrexty Reporter, 52s, Payment in advance includes pat as of obtaining back numbers of the Souscrrons’ JouRNAL, as only @ smelt 


+ half law calf, s. 6d. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to the 


All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal’ must be 





*,* The Pubitsher requests that eurly copliettion should be made by persons 


can have their Volume, |... ster of coskea voncia-en fend 


The Editor does not hold himself responsible for the return of rejected com nu» 4. 
cations. 


Notices ro CoRRESPONDENTS.— All communications intended for publication 
in the Souictrors’ JOURNAL must be authenticated by the name and address of 
the writer. 




















? 
SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 
Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 

with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce «t ** the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
os Supper, and inyaluable for Invalids and Children, 

+ Highly commended by the entire Medical Press, 

: Being without » Spice, or other admixture, it suits 
« all palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
, times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with sterch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such 
Mixtures. 

Made instantaneo.isly witn . *iling water, a teaspoonful 
to s Breakfas! Cup, costing less than a halfpenny, 
Cocoartma a La Vanitizis the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolaie, and may be taken when 
richer oo is prohibited. 
In tins at 1s. 6d., 3s., aaa by Chemists and 


aaraen 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor. 
H. Scuwarrzzr & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.C | 


S BOOK-KEEPER and CASHIER, or 

Assistant Accountant and gererally.— —Situa- 

tion desired by Advertiser; age 28; married; good 

testimonials; salary moderate. —’ Address, Con- 
TIDENTIAL, 14, Arlington-square, Islington, N. 


LERK.—There is a Vacancy in a City 
Office for a well-read Solicitor of good gate. ; 
(hone and Common Law; aed £100. — 
Cw py 50, Chancery-lane, W.0 


WANTED, Bs Early Information of Recent | 


Creditor’s amounts, in 
ary pert of the Titer ingdom.—Particulars of | 


















































tacilities for obtaining and supplying such to be 
as me SUPPLY, care of J. Ww ickers, 5, Nicholas- 









SUITE of & Seven well- -lighted Offices to | 
i? having two entrances from Coleman- 
street one from Basinghall street ; — for 
4 firm of Solicitors, Accountants, or a Public Com- 
pany. ee bene at Estate Office, Wool Exchange, Cole- 


(VAVENDISH COLLEGE 
CAMBRIDGE. 









An EXAMINATION will be held at the COL- 
LEGE oo A AUGUST 4, 5, and 6, 1886, for the Award of 
TWO SCHULARSIIPS, of the value of £30 each, 
tenable for three years, offered by the CLorH- 
jE ‘COMPABY ANY and by G. E. FosTzr, 

‘ Candidates must be under the age of 17 on August 


The College charges, per annum, cover all 
expenses for board Rociuding an extra Term in the 
Jamg Vacation and washing) and tuition, “inetuding 








‘or further 
; Cavendish College, Cambridge. 


FPURNISH your HOUSES or APABT- | ii 
THROUGHOUT on 
MOEDER’S HIRE SYSTEM. 
The aged, ant most liberal, 
Cash prices. No extra charge for time 
















information apply to the WARDEN, 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE re 4 MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


UNTEARABLE LETTER 
sec maatraraimervenr, | GOPYING BOOKS. 


unis Bench, Corporation of London, &c, HOWARD'S PATENT. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BaRnisrexs | Stronger and more durable than any other 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. Letter Copying Books now made. 

















Law Wi d Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks 
igs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, | 777% (OPYING BOOK FOR THE PROFESSION 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS | Fuste La woow Asnienane. 
ESTABLISHED 1889. 
4, CHANCERY LANE. LOND. WODDERSPOON & CO,, 
ay aig eo 3 CURE | ” SERLE STREET, aro 1, PORTUGAL STREET 
or e NT an 
a ee ea es re a 
.—iL ne 
under the Act. Charmingly secluded. ._ Gentlemen INTEMPERANCE, 
| oO Limi num n. illiard roo; rary, 
lawn t tennis qgurt, bowis, The whole stati leaged JOLMAN HILL HOUSE RETREAT, 
a ers. erms— eas wee: cu- 
fae from, the Medic B mpenintendent, Baan HALESOWEN, WORCESTERSHIRE. 
WAITE, and referen: 1s rmitted 
| Messrs. Munton & *Mornis, Solicitors: 954, Queen Licensed ie the 20 af Sm, fas ae fotie only. 
| Victoria street, London. Apply to the Proprietor, T ee H: use, 








“AOTEL, -—SHIRLEY’S TE comabary. WC. | 
37, , Bl b " 
easier aetna Pe aL aaa ae, Om 
0. as) 
about om between the Sfees srapaiy stented Dapltal £8,000000, Suiy subscribed by more than 600 
} 200,000 paid up. Reserve Fund, £5,000 


| ment, within five scinwter’ walk of ross ihorough= 
ment, wit ve utes’ walk of great thorough- The oCenguats loans are limited to first-class free- 

| fares ‘and lines of omnibuses, an being in a square, rtgages. The ture limi 
is very quiet and open. The house is most home-like, a capital. one eS anaes 
testimonials may be had on | Home D1 


| and highly-satisfactory 














[RECTORS 
ap plication. 2 fA coy Sir re WILLTAM T. Powxr, 
LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and | ewe 
LONDON and COUNTRY. ADVERTISEMANT | oe LAxkWouTEY, THs, as, a6 
pate — 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET | arruvr M. Murcuison,|Sir EDWARD W. StTar- 
FORD, K.O.M.G, 
4 EN BY GREEN, Advertisement Agent | of Colonial Board— 


Chairman 
begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession | The Hon. Sir Frepk. WarrakeR, K.0.M.G., M.L.O., 
to the advantages e his an experience of upwards of late Premier of New 
thirty years, in nsertion of all pro forma The Directors are Terminable Debentures 
notices, &c., and Nene lie solicits their continued support.— interest at 4 per cent. for three years, and 
N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, aoa the | 44 per om ~~ five years and upwards. Interest half- 


strictest care and promptitude assured. Official staraped yearly by 
= ETORTBON. Managing Disecter: 
_ Les Ai palldinge Losdenball mdon, E. 0. 


forms for advertisement and file of ** London Gazette” 
NEW ORIENTAL BANK CORPORA- | errr iY 
| 











best Bv apocintment. 
Lonpom: 1, Moor, Rone, E.C. Apzspzrey: 1, 


Cepitl-—Anthorised, F npmey , 7 £500,000. -terrace. 
London : 40, Threadneedle-street. INCOME * "FONDS hana 


Fire Premiums ws vs £573,000 
RANCHES and AGENCIES—Edinburgh, Bom- 
bey, Calcutta, Madras, Ceylon, Mauritius, Singapore, Life Premiums wwe suv 184,000 
| Hong berurne, and Sydney okohama, Kobe, Nagasald, | accumulated Funds” ., 0 ws £2,093,00_ 





EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE- 


| telegraphic transfers, issues letters of credit 
RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 


| circular notes, forwards bills for collection, oe 


Mone Bank buys cad od eile Bills of Exchange makes | 
| traneacts banking and agency business 
Direct« A 


or other Securities and Annas ~ y+ RCHASED, or Loans 





y- 
Ts are receiv: pplicati for 4 per | or Annuities thereo EQUITABLE RE- 
Particulars, a Press opinions, montals cent. Debentantetnenme of #0 ant and upwards, secured VERSIONARY “wien BOOLETY. LIMITED), 10, 
+, | 3B0n the Freehold bank premises in the’ City of | Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand.  Kste lished 
¥. MO ae > iors sand 2), Tottenham-cou | London and elsewhere. 1835. Capital, 12000,000. Interest on Loans may be 
road, and 19, 20, orwell-street, W. Lota. | a x = old peaks = Fe = a per ommt, capital. P. 8. CLAYTON J int 
lished 1962. = I ture Stoc or 0 
ALSO tor HIRE ONLY | : G; H. OLAYTON, | Seore 














